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TRANSFER  OF  TOBACCO  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


TUESDAY,  MAY  5,  1970 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Tobacco  of  the 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington.  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  1802, 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Watkins  M.  Abbitt,  chair- 
tfnan  of  the  subcommittee,  presiding. 

*  Present:  Representatives  Abbitt,  McMillan,  Jones  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  Wampler,  Miller,  and  Mizell. 

Also  present :  Mrs.  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  chief  clerk ;  Hyde  H. 
Murray,  associate  counsel;  and  John  A.  Knebel,  assistant  counsel. 
Mr.  Abbitt.  The  subcommittee  will  be  in  order. 

We  are  meeting  this  morning  to  take  up  H.R.  14306  to  amend  the 
tobacco  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Agreement 
Act  of  1938. 

(H.R.  14306,  the  text  of  which  follows,  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Ab¬ 
bitt,  for  himself  and  Mr.  McMillan,  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina, 
and  Mr.  Stubblefield,  and  is  similar  to  H.R.  4609  introduced  by  Mr. 
Taylor :) 

[H.R.  14306,  91st  Con?.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  to  amend  the  tobacco  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 

Act  of  1938,  as  amended 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  TTouse  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  316(a)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary,  if  he  defer- 

I mines  that  it  will  not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  the  tobacco  marketing 
tauota  or  price  support  program,  may  permit  the  owner  and  operator  of  any 
farm  for  which  a  tobacco  acreage  allotment  (other  than  a  Burley,  dark  air- 
cured,  fire-cured,  Virginia  sun-cured  and  cigar-binder,  type  54  or  55  tobacco 
acreage  allotment)  is  established  under  this  Act  to  lease  all  or  any  part  of  such 
allotment  or  quota  to  any  other  owner  or  operator  of  a  farm  in  the  same  county 
for  use  in  such  county  on  a  farm  having  a  current  tobacco  allotment  or  quota 
of  the  same  kind.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  310(h)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(b)  Any  lease  may  be  made  for  such  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  five  as 
the  parties  thereto  agree,  and  on  such  other  terms  and  conditions,  except  as 
otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  as  the  parties  thereto  agree.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  316(e)  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “ :  Provided.  That  in  the  case  of  cigar-filler  tobacco  types 
42,  43.  or  44.  not  more  than  10  acres  of  allotment  may  be  leased  and  transferred 
to  any  farm.” 

Sec.  4.  Section  316(g)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  5.  Section  317(f)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  parentheses  in  the  fifth  sentence  the  language 
“Burley  tobacco,  or  other”. 
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Sec.  6.  Section  703  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (  79  Stat.  1210)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  language  “except  in 
the  case  of  hurley  tobacco,  and  other  kinds  of  tobacco  not  subject  to  section  316,”. 


Department  op  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  31, 1970. 

Hon.  W.  R.  I’oage, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  n.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  October  14,  1969,  for 
a  report  on  H.R.  14306,  a  bill  “To  amend  the  tobacco  marketing  quota  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.” 

This  Department  recommends  that  the  bill  be  passed. 

The  bill  makes  permanent  the  authority  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
farm  acreage  allotments,  which  under  present  legislation  expires  with  the  1970 
crop.  H.R.  14306  makes  the  lease  and  transfer  provisions  contingent  on  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  determination  that  permitting  lease  and  transfer  of  allotments  will  not 
impair  the  effective  operation  of  the  tobacco  marketing  quota  or  price  support 
program.  This  provision  is  now  contained  in  legislation  relating  to  other  com^ 
modifies  and  for  fire-cured,  dark  air-cured  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco.  The 
bill  authorizes  leases  not  in  excess  of  five  years,  while  current  legislation  pro¬ 
vides  only  for  annual  leases.  H.R.  14306  extends  the  authority  to  lease  and 
transfer  to  Ohio  cigar-filler  tobacco  which  is  excluded  under  present  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  bill  deletes  fire-cured,  dark  air-cured  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco 
from  the  provisions  of  Section  316  of  the  Act,  as  the  lease,  sale  and  transfer 
of  allotments  for  these  kinds  of  tobacco  are  authorized  by  Section  318  of  the 
Act.  Present  legislation  does  not  authorize  the  lease  and  transfer  of  allotments 
for  burley  or  Wisconsin  cigar-binder  (types  54  &  55)  tobacco,  and  H.R.  14306 
continues  this  exception. 

We  have  established  528,200  farm  acreage  allotments  for  tobacco  this  year. 
The  total  acreage  allotted  is  886,400  acres,  an  average  of  1.7  acres  per  farm.  For 
flue-cured  tobacco,  which  accounts  for  about  60  percent  of  the  total  U.S.  tobacco 
production,  the  average  allotment  (prior  to  adjustments  to  reflect  overmarketings 
and  undermarketings  from  the  previous  year)  is  three  acres  per  farm.  However, 
about  48  percent  of  the  194.100  flue-cured  tobacco  allotments  are  two  acres  or 
less.  A  total  of  282,200  farms  have  burley  tobacco  allotments  totaling  230,800 
acres,  an  average  of  0.82  acre  per  farm.  About  60  percent  of  the  burley  allotments 
are  one-half  an  acre  or  less. 

It  is  apparent  that  many  tobacco  allotments  do  not  constitute  economic  operat¬ 
ing  units.  Last  year  34  percent  of  the  flue-cured  tobacco  allotments,  representing 
about  20  percent  of  the  allotted  acreage,  were  leased  and  transferred  to  other 
farms.  This  flexibility  enables  those  farmers  who  have  the  labor  and  equipment 
for  producing  larger  acreages  to  increase  their  operations  to  more  economic  units/ 
Farmers  who  do  not  wish  to  continue  the  production  of  tobacco  can  transfers 
their  resources  into  other  enterprises  and  at  the  same  time  receive  some  income 
from  the  lease  of  their  tobacco  allotments.  In  addition,  larger  and  more  eco¬ 
nomic  production  units  will  encourage  mechanization  of  planting,  harvesting, 
curing,  and  marketing  tobacco.  This  has  already  taken  place  in  many  other  com¬ 
modities,  but  about  450  man-hours  are  still  required  to  produce  and  market  an 
acre  of  Hue-cured  tobacco.  Tobacco  farmers  are  concerned  as  to  whether  labor 
can  be  obtained  in  the  years  ahead  to  produce  tobacco  at  wages  that  will  enable 
them  to  compete  price-wise  in  the  world  market. 

We  recommend  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  apply  to  allotments  for  burley 
tobacco  and  cigar-binder  (types  54  &  55)  tobacco,  which  are  specifically  ex¬ 
cluded  under  present  legislation  and  in  H.R.  14306.  We  recommend  also  that  the 
bill  be  amended  to  authorize  the  sale  of  allotments  for  all  kinds  of  tobacco  as 
now  provided  for  fire-cured,  dark  air-cured,  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobaccos.  We 
recommend  further  that  the  Dill  be  amended  to  authorize  lease  or  sale  and  trans¬ 
fer  of  allotments  across  county  lines  in  the  same  State.  We  recommend  also  that 
the  bill  be  amended  to  limit  the  period  for  which  leases  can  be  approved  to 
three  years  rather  than  five  years.  This  will  permit  leases  to  run  concurrently 
with  the  period  for  which  producer  referenda  are  held,  and  authority  for  the  sale 
of  allotments  reduces  the  need  for  leases  for  periods  in  excess  of  three  years. 
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Enactment  of  H.R.  14306  would  not  require  additional  funds,  and,  if  amended 
as  recommended,  would  improve  program  operations. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administration’s  program. 
Sincerely  yours, 


J.  Phil  Campbell,  Under  Secretary. 


Mr.  Abbitt.  I  assume  the  best  thing  to  do  would  be  to  have  a  state¬ 
ment  from  one  of  the  members  of  the  Department.  We  have  listed  Mr. 
Claude  G.  Turner,  whom  I  have  known  for  many,  many  years.  We  also 
have  Joseph  Todcl  here  and  some  others.  We  are  pleased  to  have  both 
of  you  gentlemen,  and  we  woitld  be  mighty  glad  to  hear  from  you 
at  this  time  as  well  as  anybody  else  with  you  from  the  Department. 


STATEMENT  0E  CLAUDE  G.  TURNER,  DIRECTOR,  TOBACCO  DIVI¬ 
SION,  ASCS,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  JOSEPH  J.  TODD,  DEPUTY 

DIRECTOR,  TOBACCO  DIVISION,  AND  JAKE  SCHOONOVER,  OPFICE 

OF  GENERAL  COUNSEL,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Turner.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name 
is  Claude  Turner.  I  am  Director  of  the  Tobacco  Division  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service.  I  have  with  me  Joe 
Todd,  Deputy  Director  of  the  Tobacco  Division,  and  Jake  Schoonover 
of  our  General  Counsel’s  staff. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  meeting  with  this  committee  to 
discuss  H.R.  14306.  I  am  not  going  into  the  details  of  discussing  this 
bill  at  this  time  because  I  will  call  on  Joe  Todd  to  do  this  in  just  a 
few  minutes.  I  would  like,  however,  to  mention  a  few  developments 
which  I  think  point  to  the  need  for  more  flexibility  in  our  tobacco 
program  than  now  exists. 

First  of  all,  the  tobacco  marketing  quota  program  has  operated 
without  major  change  for  most  kinds  of  tobacco  since  1940.  The  ex¬ 
ception  to  this  has  been  the  acreage-poundage  program  which  Flue- 
cured  growers  adopted  in  1965.  But  even  with  this  change,  there  still 
needs  to  be  more  flexibility  in  the  Flue-ourecl  program  than  now  exists. 
Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  were  established  primarily 
on  the  basis  of  the  production  history  on  each  farm,  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  prior  to  1940. 

In  recent  years,  industries  have  moved  into  the  tobacco-producing 
areas  and  have  drawn  off  a  large  percentage  of  the  farm  labor.  The 
density  of  the  industrial  development  is  not  uniform  throughout  the 
tobacco-producing  areas.  There  are  some  areas  which  produce  a  larger 
percentage  of  their  allotted  acreage  than  others.  This  is  primarily  due 
to  the  difference  in  the  labor  availability,  but  a  factor  I  think  that 
cannot  be  overlooked  is  that  some  areas  can  produce  tobacco  more  ef¬ 
ficiently  than  others  with  the  present  know-how.  These  developments 
alone  would  clearly  justify  the  need  for  lease  and  transfer  as  well  as 
sale  and  transfer  across  county  lines  within  the  same  State. 

Another  factor  which  is  important  and  cannot  be  overlooked  is  that 
tobacco  production  still  is  a  major  product  of  labor  even  in  this  space 
age  and  period  of  industrialization  and  mechanization.  In  view  of  this, 
even  with  record  prices,  tobacco  growers  are  barely  receiving  enough 
net  returns  to  keep  them  in  the  production  of  tobacco.  At  the  same 
time,  our  prices  are  substantially  above  world  prices.  If  we  are  to 
continue  to  be  the  major  supplier  of  tobacco  in  world  markets,  we 
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need  to  insure  our  foreign  customers  of  a  continuing  supply  of  high 
quality  tobacco  at  prices  more  competitive  with  other  countries.  It 
seems  that  this  can  be  accomplished  only  through  lowering  the  cost  | 
of  production  through  mechanization.  A  forerunner  of  mechanization 
must  be  the  authority  for  the  sale  and  transfer  of  allotments  between 
counties  within  the  same  State. 

At  this  point,  1  want  to  ask  Joe  Todd  to  discuss  with  you  the  De¬ 
partment's  detailed  report  on  H.R.  14306. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Joe,  we  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Todd.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

There  are  five  principal  provisions  of  H.R.  14306. 

One,  the  bill  makes  permanent  authority  for  the  lease  and  transfer 
of  tobacco  farm  acreage  allotments — which  under  present  legislation 
expires  with  the  1970  crop. 

Two,  H.R.  14306  makes  the  lease  and  transfer  provisions  contingent 
on  the  Secretary’s  determination  that  permitting  lease  and  transfer  J 
of  allotments  will  not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  the  tobacco^M 
marketing  quota  or  price  support  program.  This  provision  is  now  con-^f 
tainecl  in  legislation  relating  to  other  commodities  and  for  fire-cured, 
dark  air-cured  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco. 

Three,  the  bill  authorizes  leases  not  in  excess  of  5  years — while  cur¬ 
rent  legislation  provides  only  for  annual  leases. 

Fourth,  H.R.  14306  extends  the  authority  to  lease  and  transfer  to 
Ohio  Cigar-filler  tobacco — which  is  excluded  under  present  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Fifth,  the  bill  deletes  Fire-cured,  dark  air-cured  and  Virginia  sun- 
cured  tobacco  from  the  provisions  of  section  316  of  the  act — as  the 
lease,  sale,  and  transfer  of  allotments  for  these  kinds  of  tobacco  are 
authorized  under  a  new  section  318  of  the  act. 

Present  legislation  does  not  authorize  the  lease  and  transfer  of 
allotments  for  burley  tobacco  or  Wisconsin  Cigar-binder  (types  54 
and  55)  tobacco — and  H.R.  14306  continues  this  exception. 

The  Department  recommends  that  the  bill  be  passed — to  continue 
to  provide  some  flexibility  whereby  those  farmers  who  have  the  labor 
and  equipment  for  producing  larger  acreages  can  increase  their  op¬ 
erations  to  more  economic  units.  At  the  same  time,  it  enables  those.- 
farmers  who  do  not  wish  to  continue  the  production  of  tobacco  to  trans-G 
fer  their  resources  to  other  operations — and  still  receive  some  income 
from  the  lease  of  their  allotments.  It  is  generally  agreed  that  larger 
and  moi'e  economic  production  units  will  encourage  mechanization  of 
planting,  harvesting,  curing,  and  marketing  tobacco.  As  you  gentle¬ 
men  are  aware,  this  has  already  taken  place  in  many  other  commodi¬ 
ties.  However,  in  spite  of  all  the  progress  that  has  been  made,  about 
450  man-hours  are  still  required  to  produce  and  market  an  acre  of 
most  tobaccos.  Our  tobacco  farmers  are  concerned  as  to  whether  labor 
will  be  available  in  the  years  ahead  to  perform  this  arduous  work.  In 
many  areas,  a  severe  shortage  of  labor  has  already  occurred. 

The  need  for  this  flexibility  becomes  apparent  when  you  consider 
the  size  of  tobacco  allotments.  We  have  established  529,600  tobacco 
allotments  for  1970.  The  total  acreage  allotted  is  886.500  acres.  This 
is  average  of  1.7  acres  per  farm.  For  flue-cured  tobacco,  which  ac¬ 
counts  for  about  60  percent  of  U.S.  tobacco  production,  allotments 
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average  3  acres  per  farm.  About  48  percent  of  these  allotments  are  2 
acres  or  less.  It  is  generally  agreed  that  allotments  of  this  size  pre¬ 
sent  many  problems  in  curing  tobacco — as  the  curing  barn  will  likely 
be  only  partially  filled  at  each  curing.  This  is  where  there  has  been 
the  most  activity  under  the  lease  and  transfer  provisions,  as  the 
average  lease  covered  about  2  acres.  Last  year,  34  percent  of  all  flue- 
cured  tobacco  allotments — and  21  percent  of  the  allotted  acreage — were 
leased  and  transferred  to  other  farms.  This  attests  to  the  popularity  of 
the  flexibility  afforded  by  the  lease  and  transfer  provisions. 

We  believe  the  bill  can  be  improved  by  extending  the  lease  and 
transfer  provision  to  all  kinds  of  tobacco.  Present  legislation  excludes 
burley  tobacco  and  Cigar-filler  and  binder  tobacco — types  42,  43,  44, 
53,  54,  55.  H.R.  14306  extends  the  le  ase  and  transfer  authority  to 
Ohio  Cigar-filler — types  42,  43,  and  44 — but  does  not  extend  it  to 
burley  tobacco — or  to  Cigar-binder — types  54  and  55.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  recommends,  therefore,  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  authorize  the 
lease  and  transfer  of  allotments  for  all  kinds  of  tobacco. 

Burley  tobacco  allotments  have  been  established  for  283,000  farms 
for  this  year — and  the  total  acreage  allotted  is  231,000  acres.  This 
is  an  average  of  eighty-one  one-hundredths  of  an  acre  per  farm. 
Sixty  percent  of  all  the  burley  allotments  in  the  United  States  are 
one-half  acre  or  less.  Certainly,  some  flexibility  is  needed  to  provide 
more  economical  production  units  for  burley.  Since  burley  is  air- 
cured— small  burley  allotments  do  not  present  the  same  problems 
in  curing  the  tobacco  as  do  small  flue-cured  allotments.  However, 
these  small  burley  allotments  do  present  a  real  problem  as  research 
moves  ahead  toward  the  mechanization  of  tobacco  production.  It  is 
most  unlikely  that  any  machinery  can  be  developed  that  the  holder 
of  a  half-acre  allotment  can  afford  to  buy. 

These  small  burley  allotments  present  a  real  problem  also  in  main¬ 
taining  supplies  in  line  with  demand — and  in  operating  a  sound  price 
support  program.  Due  to  increased  per  acre  yields — and  decreased 
usage — it  was  necessary  to  reduce  burley  allotments  10  percent  this 
year.  However,  present  legislation  provides  that  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  burley  tobacco  for  any  year  shall  not  be  less  than  the 
smallest  of  (1)  the  allotment  established  for  the  farm  for  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year,  (2)  five-tenths  of  an  acre,  or  (3)  10  percent  of  the  crop¬ 
land  in  the  farm.  Legislation  provides  further  that  the  additional 
acreage  requirement  to  maintain  minimum  allotments  shall  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  national  acreage  allotment.  So,  instead  of  getting  the  10- 
percent  reduction  that  was  needed  and  which  applied  to  those  allot¬ 
ments  which  are  not  protected  by  the  minimum  provisions — we  ended 
up  with  an  overall  reduction  of  7.5  percent.  If  further  reductions  be¬ 
come  necessary — because  of  increases  in  per  acre  yields — or  because 
of  further  decreases  in  usage — such  reductions  will  be  even  less  ef¬ 
fective  as  more  of  the  allotted  acreage  moves  into  the  protected  cate¬ 
gory.  The  farms  which  are  protected  by  the  minimum  provisions  now 
have  29  percent  of  the  total  acreage  allotted. 

Legislation  does  not  provide  any  minimum  allotment  provisions 
for  any  kind  of  tobacco  except  burley.  Burley  allotments  not  pro¬ 
tected  by  the  minimum  provisions  were  reduced  by  10  percent  in  1964 — - 
an  additional  10  percent  in  1965  an  additional  15  percent  in  1966— 
and  a  further  10  percent  in  1970.  Burley  growers  who  have  taken  these 
reductions  feel  that  it  is  unfair  for  them  to  make  all  the  adjustments 
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that  may  be  necessary — while  the  growers  with  the  minimum  allot¬ 
ments  obtain  increased  per  acre  yields — and  at  the  same  time  retain 
their  previous  allotments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  gone  into  the  minimum  allotment  provision 
in  some  depth  for  two  reasons.  In  the  first  place — it  presents  a  real 
challenge  to  the  successful  operation  of  the  marketing  quota  and  price 
support  programs  in  the  years  ahead.  In  the  second  place — we  are  in-  I 
formed  that  the  principal  objection  to  extending  the  lease  and  trans¬ 
fer  provisions  to  burley  is — minimum  allotments.  Certainly  it  would 
not  be  equitable  to  reduce  a  1-acre  allotment — and  then  permit  the 
holder  of  the  half-acre  allotment  to  lease  and  transfer  another  half- 
acre  allotment — and  be  protected  against  any  reduction — no  matter 
how  much  per  acre  yields  may  increase — or  whether  usage  decreases. 

A  more  practicable  and  perhaps  more  acceptable  modification  in  the 
case  of  burley  tobacco  would  be  sale  and  transfer  of  allotments. 

The  Department  recommends  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  authorize 
the  outright  sale  and  permanent  transfer  of  farm  acreage  allotments 
for  all  kinds  of  tobacco — as  now  provided  for  Fire-cured,  dark  air-  V* 
cured  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobaccos.  This  will  enable  farmers  to  do 
a  better  job  in  planning  their  farming  operations — such  as  buying 
equipment,  and  building  curing  barns — than  they  can  do  if  they  liave 
to  rely  on  leasing  the  needed  acreage — from  year  to  year. 

We  recommend  also  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  authorize  the  lease 
and  sale  of  allotments  across  county  lines — within  the  same  State. 
Present  legislation  limits  leases  and  transfers  to  other  farms  within 
the  same  county.  This  change  would  provide  more  flexibility  and  will 
give  farmers  in  outlying  counties  in  which  there  is  little  interest  in 
producing  tobacco — a  better  bargaining  position. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman — we  recommend  that  the  bill  be  amended 
to  limit  the  period  for  which  leases  can  be  approved  to  3  years  rather 
than  5  years.  This  will  permit  leases  to  run  concurrently  with  the 
period  for  which  producer  referendums  are  held — and  authority  for 
the  sale  of  allotments  reduces  the  need  for  leases  for  periods  in  excess 
of  3  years. 

We  will  be  pleased  to  try  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have 
concerning  the  bill  and  the  Department’s  recommendations. 

Thank  you.  A 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Todd.  We  appreciate  both  ^ 
of  those  fine  statements.  As  I  understand  it,  you  are  suggesting  among 
other  things  that  burley  be  included  in  the  bill.  The  Department  is 
recommending  that  that  be  done,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact  we  expect 
to  get  this  bill  by  any  time  soon  don’t  you  think  it  would  be  better 
to  have  a  separate  bill  for  burley  rather  than  putting  it  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  Turner.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  you  are  probably  a  better  judge 
of  the  best  method  to  proceed  from  here  than  perhaps  we  are. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  I  believe  we  had  a  bill  substantially  like  this  year  before 
last,  or  maybe  last  year. 

Mr.  Turner.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  And  we  were  unable  to  get  it  passed  because  of  objec¬ 
tions  by  some  of  our  colleagues.  I  am  glad  to — seriously,  though,  I 
am  glad  to  have  the  suggestions  about  the  trouble  with,  or'at  least  why 
some  of  the  burley  people  are  opposed  to  this  bill.  It  may  be  that  some 
of  the  members  would  want  to  introduce  a  bill  or  introduce  legislation 


which  would  cure  the  problem  as  to  the  minimum  allotments.  I  can 
recall  some  years  ago,  when  I  introduced  a  bill  that  would  reduce  the 
minimum  of  the  burley  allotments.  I  believe  at  that  time  it  was  5 
acres,  and  we  had  legislation  which  reduced  it  down — what  is  the  mini¬ 
mum  now? 

Mr.  Turner.  It  was  1  acre,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  was  reduced  to 
five-tenths  of  an  acre. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Five-tenths.  There  was  quite  a  fight  on  the  floor,  but 
I  think  it  was  finally  passed  and  we  reduced  it  to  five-tenths  of  an 
acre  from  1  acre. 

Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Abbitt.  On  the  record. 

You  said  that  Ohio  was  added.  Is  it  your  understanding  that  the 
Ohio  people  want  to  be  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Turner.  This  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  And  as  I  further  understand  it  this  leasing  will  expire, 
the  program  will  expire  at  the  end  of  the  crop  for  1970  unless  this  bill 
or  some  similar  legislation  is  passed. 

Mr.  Turner.  That  is  correct,  except  for  those  kinds  of  tobacco  that 
have  permanent  legislation.  You  have  it  for  Fire-cured  tobacco,  air- 
cured,  and  Virginia  sun-cured. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  At  least  Virginia  comes  in  there  with  the  sun-cured. 

Mr.  Turner.  This  is  right. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  And  I  believe  they  have  a  little  Fire-cured  tobacco  out 
there. 

Any  questions,  Mr.  McMillan  ? 

Mr.  McMillan.  I  just  wanted  to  thank  Mr.  Turner  and  his  group 
for  the  fine  statement  you  have  presented  to  the  committee.  I  wonder 
what  you  think  about  a  proposal  that  is  being  made,  I  know  it  is  being 
made  in  my  State,  for  the  sale  of  some  of  these  small  acreage  allotments. 
We  have  some  elderly  people  and  some  people  who  leave  the  State  and 
have  maybe  half  an  acre  or  an  acre  and  want  to  sell  it  rather  than  lease 
it.  Do  you  have  any  thought  on  that  subject? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir.  We  favor  the  authority  for  the  sale  and  trans¬ 
fer  of  tobacco  allotments  between  the  counties  within  the  same  State. 

Mr.  McMill  an.  I  realize  that  is  not  in  this  bill,  but  I  believe  we  will 
have  a  bill  on  that  subject  sometime  in  the  near  future. 

I  believe  that  is  all. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  Wampler. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

I  happen  to  be  one  of  those  members  who  does  favor  the  provision 
to  permit  the  leasing  of  burley  allotments.  As  you  know,  my  area  of 
Virginia  has  a  lot  of  small  growers  of  burley  tobacco.  I  believe  our 
average  allotment  is  slightly  over  one-half  acre  minimum,  and  some  of 
our  friends  over  in  Kentucky  have  allotments  ranging  from  20,  25,  and 
30  acres  and  perhaps  even  more.  I  think  here  we  get  into  a  basic  argu¬ 
ment  of  where  does  equity  lie.  When  you  cut,  do  you  cut  a  man  from 
$50,000  gross  income  to  $45,000  gross  income  or  do  you  cut  him  from 
$800  down  to  $600  or  something  in  that  range?  This  I  recognize  is  a 
very,  very  serious  problem. 

Now,  as  I  understand  it,  did  Flue-cured  allotments  have  a  5-percent 
reduction  for  the  crop  year  ? 
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Mr.  Turner.  Five-percent  reduction  for  the  1970  crop. 

Mr.  IV  ampler.  Burley  had  a  10-percent  cut. 

Mr.  Turner.  Ten  percent. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Do  you  attribute  this  cut  in  any  way  to  the  leasing 
of  allotments  in  Flue-cured  tobacco?  Did  this  help  flood  the  market? 

Mr.  Turner.  No,  sir.  We  have  had  the  acreage-poundage  program 
operating  since  1965.  It  has  worked  very  effectively,  Congressman 
Wampler.  We  reduced  the  total  supply  some  600  million  pounds  in 
that  5-year  period,  but  we  have  had  some  decrease  in  the  domestic 
use  of  Flue-cured  tobacco,  and  you  are  beginning  to  see  some  in  hurley. 

In  fact,  I  believe  that  it  is  a  hundred  million  pounds  off  from  5  years 
ago  in  Flue-cured  tobacco,  and  it  dropped  some  30  million  pounds  in 
1  year,  for  hurley  this  past  marketing  year.  So,  this  is  primarily  the 
reason  why  the  5  percent  cut  was  necessary.  The  supply  of  Flue-cured 
tobacco  is  now  approaching  a  normal  supply,  whereas  you  still  have 
excessive  supplies  of  hurley  tobacco. 

Mr.  Wampler.  'Well,  as  I  visited  the  markets  in  my  district  during 
the  selling  season  last  Christmas,  I  heard  a  lot  of  growers  make  the 
allegation  that  a  large  amount  of  our  tobacco  was  going  under  loan 
because  of  the  high  prime  interest  rates.  This  indicates  that  perhaps 
some  of  the  large  tobacco  companies  and  other  buyers  were  saying, 
in  effect,  let  Commodity  Credit  take  this  tobacco  under  loan,  and  then 
at  the  appropriate  time  as  the  need  arises  we  can  draw  on  those  stocks 
and  pay  I  believe  3.5  percent  interest  rather  than  what  it  cost  the 
taxpayer. 

Do  you  have  any  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Turner.  I  think  the  situation  that  you  state  is  a  real  one  and 
is  one  that  requires  some  very  serious  consideration  in  pricing  these 
loans,  stocks  of  tobacco,  because  certainly  the  object  would  be  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  price  at  the  marketplace  and  not  to  invite  buyers  to  go  around 
the  marketplace  to  get  lower  priced  tobacco  from  the  loan  stocks.  So 
we  are — and  I  think  you  received  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  which 
in  the  main  says  that  we  are  going  to  price  these  stocks  as  nearly  as 
we  can  to  reflect  the  cost  of  the  purchaser  including  the  higher  interest 
rate. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Well,  I  think  it  is  commendable.  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  this  is  a  fact,  but  if  there  were  buyers  using  this  device,  it  would  ^ 
ultimately  be  a  greater  cost  to  the  taxpayer.  I  don’t  think  it.  helps A 
the  tobacco  program  or  them  or  anyone.  We  have  enough  promise  ™ 
without  compounding  that  one. 

Mr.  Turner.  Right.  Could  I  make  one  more  comment  on  your  ques¬ 
tion  about  did  the  lease  and  transfer  of  Flue-cured  tobacco  have  any 
effect  on  the  5  percent  reduction,  and  I  indicated  I  didn’t  think  it 
did,  but  I  would  like  for  the  record  to  sIioav  that  perhaps  we  are  grow¬ 
ing  a  smaller  percent  of  the  Flue-cured  acreage  than  we  are  in  burley. 

So  I  don't  think  that  this  contributed  to  any  excess  production.  In 
fact,  I  think  it  is  needed  to  maintain  continuing  production. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Most  of  the  growers  in  my  area  and  organizations 
such  as  the  Virginia  Tobacco  Growers  Association  and  the  Farm 
Bureau  have  indicated  they  favor  the  leasing  of  burley  allotments. 

I  realize  this  is  not  unanimous  among  all  producers,  but  I  try  to  be 
practical  and  recognize  the  problem  that  is  facing  us  here  this  morn¬ 
ing.  We  have  the  real  problem  of  a  piece  of  legislation  expiring  with 
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this  crop  and  the  need  for  plans  to  be  made.  I  think  I  favor  everything 
in  this  bill  with  the  possible  exception  that  hurley  should  be  included 
in  it.  But  I  do  appreciate  your  response  to  my  questions. 

Mr.  Turner.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Mizell. 

Mr.  Mizell.  Yes.  This  will  be  just  for  my  information.  1  am  in¬ 
terested  in  the  provision  that  would  permit  the  allotments  to  be  leased 
across  county  lines.  If  this  would  be  approved,  it  would  be  the  first 
time  that  cross-county  leasing  would  be  permitted.  Do  you  have  any 
idea  how  many  allotments  would  be  leased  outside  their  home  counties  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Congressman  Mizell,  we  do  not.  We  do  have  a  record 
of  the  number  of  lease  and  transfers  within  the  flue-cured  belt,  and 
you  know  it  is  now  limited  to  within  the  county.  I  suspect  though  that 
there  would  be  movement  from  one  county  to  another,  and  it  would  be 
based  primarily  on  how  much  the  man  could  get  for  each  pound  that 
he  leased.  And  I  am  thinking  in  terms  of  a  county  that  is  a  marginal 
county  where  they  are  growing  a  very  small  percent  of  their  allotted 
acreage.  In  some  cases  they  can  lease  and  transfer  it  for  7  cents  a 
pound,  but  when  you  get  into  the  East,  border  or  South  Carolina 
where  there  is  a  strong  demand  and  they  are  growing  a  high  percentage 
of  their  allotted  acreage,  the  leases  go  up  to  15  and  1G  cents  a  pound. 
So  there  is  an  advantage  I  think  to  the  fellow  who  is  leasing  it  mone¬ 
tarily  to  let  it  go  between  counties.  He  will  certainly  get  a  better  price 
for  it,  and  perhaps  it  would  reduce  the  price  some  in  the  more  acute 


areas. 


Mr.  Mizell.  Well,  I  can  see  where  this  possibly  could  be  an  advantage 
for  the  person  who  is  leasing  the  tobacco.  My  concern  is  this :  The 
tobacco  marketing  system  is  probably  set  up  differently  from  any 
other.  The  markets  are  the  marketing  areas  that  depend  on  this  tobacco 
to  come  into  those  markets  every  year.  The  economy  of  the  community 
often  is  dependent  on  this  tobacco,  and  cross-county  leasing  could  have 
a  real  impact  on  some  of  our  smaller,  rural  communities  that  depend 
on  this  tobacco  not  only  to  be  marketed  there,  but  also  for  the  result¬ 
ing  funds  which  are  spent  in  the  community.  This  is  a  concern  that 
I  have. 

Mr.  Turner.  Bight.  Well,  I  think  that  is  one  of  the  disadvantages 
that  have  to  be  balanced  against  some  of  the  advantages  that  the 
farmers  would  accrue  from  the  lease  and  transfer  across  county  lines. 
There  has  to  be  an  adjustment  made  by  someone. 

Mr.  Mizell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Jones. 


Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  I  have  found  an  answer  to  the  question  I  had.  However,  I 
would  like  to  propound  one  more  if  I  might. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  bill  in  your  opinion  would  this  perhaps 
solve  a  problem  that  is  now  being  handled  in  many  cases  illegally  to 
make  it  legal.  Would  language  be  necessary  to  permit  a  grower  who, 
due  to  the  advantage  of  the  season,  et  cetera,  produced  a  full  crop, 
perhaps  10  percent  over  poundage?  He  has  no  commission  to  settle. 
His  labor  conversely  is  20  percent  under  his  legal  poundage.  As  you 
well  know,  they  are  getting  it  somehow  or  another. 

Mr.  Turner.  I  think  I  understand  the  conditions  you  are  describ¬ 
ing,  and  I  think  it  would  require  a  change  in  the  language  of  the  bill. 
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If  you  had  the  authority  for  the  sale  and  transfer  between  counties, 
within  the  same  State  with  no  time  limit  on  it,  that  could  be  a  partial 
solution  to  the  problem,  if  you  had  the  ability  to  lease  and  transfer 
between  county  lines  that  would  get  to  the  root  of  the  problem  you 
are  describing,  without  any  time  limitation  on  it  where  now  the  bill 
I  think  provides  for  prior  to  normal  planting  time. 

That  is  right,  isn’t  it,  Joe? 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Jones.  What  would  be  the  Department’s  position  on  that  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Congressman  Jones,  I  haven’t  had  an  opportunity  to 
discuss  it  so  it  would  be  simply  a  personal  view  of  my  own. 

Mr.  Jones.  Well,  obviously  it  would  not  adversely  affect  the  overall 
poundage  allotment  of  the  entire  crop  for  that  1  year. 

Mr.  Turner.  No,  sir.  I  think  we  have  taken  some  corrective  action, 
and  we  reduced  the  condition  that  you  allude  to  by  administrative  ac¬ 
tion,  but  there  is  still  this  demand  when  a  man  has  got  tobacco  to  sell 
and  he  has  got  more  than  his  quota  to  try  to  find  ways  of  selling  it. 
It  is  up  to  us  to  try  to  catch  him  if  we  can. 

Mr.  Jones.  You  have  done  a  pretty  good  job  of  it. 

That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Wampler. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Mr.  Turner,  if  we  were  to  permit  the  sale  and  trans¬ 
fer  of  allotments,  could  you  give  me  any  idea  of  how  you  would 
arrive  at  a  fair  market  value  to  be  arrived  at  for  1  acre  of  burley 
tobacco  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  It  would  vary  a  little  by  areas. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Yes,  I  know. 

Mr.  Turner.  I  couldn’t  just  take  a  price  off  the  top  of  my  head. 
It  would  seek  its  own  level  depending  on  the  amount  that  people  would 
be  willing  to  sell  and  the  amount  that  people  would  be  willing  to  buy. 
The  law  of  supply  and  demand  would  set  that  price.  But  you  have, 
I  guess,  a  value,  if  we  think  in  terms  of  value  of  an  acre  of  burley 
tobacco — Joe — it  would  run  maybe  $5,000  in  some  areas. 

Mr.  Wampler.  In  other  words,  one  way  to  arrive  at  it  is  to  take 
the  gross  income  of  that  crop  for  a  year  and  use  of  certain  factor 
depending  on  what  you  could  buy  it  for? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wampler.  So  it  would  be,  just  pulling  a  figure  out  of  the  air, 
you  mentioned  $5,000  possibly  for  acre,  depending  again  on  where  it 
it  is  situated. 

Mr.  Turner.  Right. 

Mr.  Wampler.  But  it  would  be  something  in  that  range. 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Now  how  would  you  equate  that  to  Flue-cured  ?  Of 
course  it  would  be  less  per  acre. 

Mr.  Turner.  It  would  be  a  little  less,  I  suspect. 

Mr.  Wampler.  If  we  were  to  give  that  authority  in  the  legislation, 
do  you  think  there  would  be  a  larger  sale  or  transfer  of  allotments  ? 
Is  there  any  way  you  can  predict  or  forecast  that? 

Mr.  Turner.  Again,  it  would  be  a  matter  of  judgment. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Yes;  that’s  what  I  said. 

Mr.  Turner.  But  if  you  had  dual  authority  for  lease  and  transfer, 
I  think  you  would  have  the  largest  amount  transferring  under  the 
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lease  and  transfer  than  you  would  under  the  sale,  particularly  if  you 
had  the  long  term  authority — 3-year  authority  to  lease  and  transfer. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Now,  under  the  present  law  if  you  are  leasing  an  al¬ 
lotment  of  Flue-cured  tobacco,  there  is  a  necessary  adjustment  in  the 
acreage  because  of  the  cut.  When  it  reverts  back  to  the  lessor  for  the 
purpose  of  acreage  adjustment.  You  can’t  take  them  all  together  and 
then  make  a  hard  percentage  cut. 

Mr.  Turner.  This  is  right.  In  other  words,  the  allotment  goes  back 
to  the  original  farm  each  year,  and  this  raises  a  point  of  administrative 
cost.  I  think  the  3-year  lease  and  transfer  and  the  outright  sale  and 
transfer  would  reduce  some  of  the  administrative  costs  because  it 
will  cut  down  the  numbers,  and  the  3-year  lease  would  keep  the  county 
from  having  to  renew  that  lease  every  year. 

Mr.  M  T. ampler.  And  I  gather  also  since  you  have  recommended 
allotments  be  leased  across  county  lines  within  the  State  that  this 
won’t  necessarily  compound  your  administrative  costs. 

Mr.  Turner.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Wampler.  I  see. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  McMillan.  I  know  in  South  Carolina  this  year  they  only  sold 
the  Government  or  Stabilization  a  little  more  than  3  percent  of  the 
crop.  There  has  been  some  grumbling  about  why  should  they  have  to 
take  a  5-percent,  decrease.  I  realize  they  are  tied  up  with  all  the  other 
States.  It  is  pretty  hard  to  explain  sometimes  to  some  of  those  farmers 
why  they  should  be  required  to  take  a  reduction  under  these  circum¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Turner.  Particularly  if  you  have  record  prices,  too. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Miller,  do  you  care  to  ask  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Miller.  I  did  hear  a  moment  ago  about  the  sale  and  transfer, 
and  lease  and  transfer.  You  indicated  that  undoubtedly  there  would 
be  more  transactions  under  the  lease  and  transfer.  Could  you  give 
us  the  reason  for  this  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Well,  in  the  first  place,  if  you  buy  this  allotment  it 
is  going  to  cost  a  lot  of  money.  If  you  can  get  the  arrangements  on 
a  shorter  term  you  don't  have  to  put  as  much  financial  investment  in  it. 

Now,  I  'hate  to  mention  this  but,  I  have  to  be  frank  in  answering 
questions.  We  all  recognize  that  there  is  this  cloud  of  suspicion  over 
tobacco,  and  this  probably  would  deter  some  people  from  making 
long-term  plans,  particularly  in  the  purchase  of  allotments. 

Mr.  Miller.  What  I  was  after  was  whether  it  was  the  buyer  or 
the  seller  who  was  having  control.  It  is  the  buyer  not  wanting  to  put 
out  that  additional  amount  of  money. 

Mr.  Turner.  Right. 

Mr.  Miller.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Now,  off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much.  Unless  there  are  some  other 
questions,  we  appreciate  your  being  here  and  we  hope  you  will  stay 
because  there  might  be  some  other  questions  that,  arise. 

Wait  just  a  second.  Mr.  Jones  wants  to  ask  some  questions. 

Mr.  Jones.  What,  would  the  Department’s  position  be  if  the  sale 
of  allotments  would  be  confined  within  county  limits? 
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Mr.  Turner.  Well,  I  think  the  Department  would  feel  that  it  has 
made  some  progress  but  not  quite  as  much  as  we  would  like.  It  does 
reduce  the  flexibility  as  you  probably  know. 

Mr.  Jones.  Well,  my  concern  is  that  in  my  rural  district  of  North 
Carolina,  there  are  perhaps  three  or  four  smaller  comities  which  are 
basically  agriculture,  almost  exclusively,  and  I  am  thinking  of  their 
governmental  tax  structure  if  the  allotment  is  sold  from  one  of  the 
poor  counties  to  one  of  the  wealthy  counties.  I  don’t  know  just  what  it 
would  do  to  their  tax  revenues.  That  is  one  concern.  Maybe  it  is  not 
real  but  it  exists  on  my  part. 

Mr.  Turner.  In  other  words,  you  are  saying,  Congressman  Jones, 
that  the  value  of  that  allotment  adds  value  to  that  farm  in  the  com¬ 
munity  in  which  it  is  located.  I  suspect  it  does. 

Mr.  Jones.  It  is  a  medium  of  exchange  down  in  my  section.  You 
know  that. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you. 

As  I  further  understand  it,  assuming  that  the  committee  doesn’t  j  j 
approve  the  sale,  and  assuming  we  do  not  add  burley,  the  Depart-  Uj 
ment  does  feel  this  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  and  recommends 
enactment  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Turner.  That  is  correct,  and  so  stated  in  the  Department’s 
report  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  That  is  what  I  understand.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Turner.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  We  would  now  like  to  call  on  Mr.  Fred  S.  Royster.  The 
way  it  is  here  in  my  list  of  witnesses  I  thought  maybe  Mr.  Jones  might 
want  to  introduce  Mr.  Royster. 

Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  happy  to.  I  have  known  this 
gentleman  for  perhaps  too  few  years  on  my  part  and  maybe  far  too 
many  on  his  part.  I  have  admired  his  efforts  on  behalf  of  the  tobacco 
farmers  and  the  warehousemen  throughout  North  Carolina  and  the 
South;  had  the  pleasure  of  serving  with  him  in  the  North  Carolina 
State  Senate  in  1965,  and  if  there  is  any  one  man  that  has  given  his 
life  to  the  promotion  and  the  betterment  of  the  tobacco  farmer,  the 
entire  program,  it  is  the  next  speaker,  the  honorable  Fred  Royster  of 
Henderson,  N.C. 

F red,  it  is  good  to  see  you  here.  m  i 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Fred,  the  entire  committee  wants  to  welcome  you  liere\jp 
and  is  pleased  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time.  I  know  you  will  bring 
us  some  good  information. 

STATEMENT  OF  FEED  S.  EOYSTER,  MANAGING  DIRECTOR, 

BRIGHT  BELT  WAREHOUSE  ASSOCIATION,  HENDERSON,  N.C. 

Mr.  Royster.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

May  I  say  I  am  particularly  grateful  to  the  distinguished  Congress¬ 
man  from  the  first  North  Carolina  district  for  the  very  undeserved 
introduction  that  he  has  just  given  me  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  F.  S.  Royster 
of  Henderson,  N.C.,  managing  director  of  the  Bright  Belt  Warehouse 
Association,  Inc.,  which  is  a  voluntary  trade  association  of  tobacco 
auction  warehousemen  in  the  flue-cured  area.  A  substantial  majority 
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of  all  warehousemen  operating  in  the  flue-cured  area  are  members  of 
the  Bright  Belt  Warehouse  Association,  Inc. 

H.R.  14306  has  been  considered  by  the  board  of  governors  of  this 
association  and  we  heartily  endorse  same  and  strongly  request  this 
subcommittee  to  act  favorably  on  this  resolution. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  the 
privilege  of  appearing  here  today,  and  that  concludes  my  formal 
statement. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  We  appreciate  that  statement  so  much,  Mr.  Royster. 
Do  you  think  it  is  better  under  the  circumstances  to  proceed  with  the 
present  bill  as  is? 

Mr.  Royster.  Yes,  sir.  Very  definitely. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Rather  than  to  get  into  a  problem  as  to  sale  and  leasing 
and  other  things. 

Mr.  Royster.  Yes,  sir.  I  certainly  think  so.  There  is  a  very  sharp 
difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  sale  of  allotments.  There  is  also  a  very 
L  sharp  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  providing  by  lease  and  transfer 
Y) th at  they  can  be  moved  across  county  lines  within  the  same  State.  This 
^program  that  we  have  had  has  worked  exceedingly  well.  It  is  uni¬ 
versally  popular  among  growers  and  warehousers,  or  well  nigh  so. 
And  we  feel  very  definitely  that  the  best  thing  to  do  at  this  time  is  to 
renew  the  present  legislation  with  the  changes  provided  for  in  the 
bill  as  it  is  now  before  the  committee  without  any  amendments. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  My  recollection  is  when  we  had  a  hearing  on  the  origi¬ 
nal  bill  which  included  hurley  we  went  into  it  very  carefully. 

Mr.  Royster.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  And  we  tried  to  put  in  every  safeguard  that  we  could 
and  just  move  a  little  at  a  time. 

Mr.  Royster.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  And  I  think  this  bill  that  we  have  before  us  now  carries 
out  that  intention  except  we  have  taken  out  hurley  because  of  the  ob¬ 
jection  of  some  of  the  Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  from 
Kentucky. 

Mr.  Royster.  This  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  I  certainly  want 
to  make  it  clear  I  am  not  attempting  to  get  into  what  hurley  should  do. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Royster.  But  if  a  bill  were  introduced  subject - 

_,j)  Mr.  Abbitt.  You  would  have  no  objection  ? 

Mr.  Royster.  Oh,  no;  I  would  have  no  objection,  but  I  am  not  get¬ 
ting  into  that.  But  since  Flue-cured  is  a  principal  type  of  tobacco 
under  the  present  legislation  I  think  it  would  be  wise  to  just  pass  this 
bill  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  And  then  go  into  the  other  ? 

Mr.  Royster.  Right. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Fine.  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  McMillan.  I  don’t  have  any  questions. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Wampler. 

Mr.  V  Ampler.  Mr.  Royster,  it  is  always  a  pleasure  to  see  you  here 
or  anywhere  as  far  as  that  is  concerned.  We  appreciate  your  presence 
here. 

Mr.  Royster.  Thank  you,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Wampler.  This  is  a  little  off  the  question  before  us,  but  I  know 
at  one  time  you  indicated  that  you  were  very  strongly  in  favor  of  the 
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acreage-poundage  program.  Do  you  still  hold  that  view  ?  Is  it  operat¬ 
ing  as  well  now  as  it  did  ? 

Mr.  Royster.  Yes,  Congressman.  I  not  only  hold  the  view  as  st  rongly 
as  I  did  in  1965  but  even  stronger.  It  has,  I  think,  been  nothing  short 
of  remarkable  in  how  well  the  program  has  worked,  how  it  has  been 
accepted  by  the  growers  and  warehousemen  and  buyers,  too.  And  as 
Mr.  Turner  stated,  we  have  reduced  our  stocks  approximately  600 
million  pounds  in  the  5  years,  and  at  the  time  you  may  recall  that  the 
legislation  was  being  considered,  our  position  was  that  we  thought 
we  could  reduce  stocks  a  hundred  million  pounds  per  year,  so  we  have 
exceeded  that.  We  have  got  a  different  type  of  tobacco,  a  great  deal 
more  desirable  to  the  trade  and  I  am  more  strongly  in  favor  of  it  than 
at  the  time  we  were  securing  the  legislation.  And  I  want  to  thank  you 
and  the  other  Members  of  Congress  that  took  a  part  in  providing  us 
with  that  legislation.  It  saved  the  tobacco  program  in  the  Flue-cured 
area. 

Mr.  Wampler.  I  know  some  months  ago  you  had  a  little  difficulty 
in  North  Carolina  and  some  of  the  other  belts  on  marketing  your 
tobacco.  Did  you  get  those  pretty  well  resolved  this  last  market 
season  ? 

Mr.  Royster.  I  woidd  say,  Congressman,  that  the  1959  marketing 
season  was  quite  an  improvement  over  several  previous  seasons.  What 
got  us  into  that  situation  was  a  complete  revolution  or  change  in  the 
marketing  process.  When  we  went  from  bundle  tobacco  to  loose  leaves 
that  is  really  what  caused  it,  and  it  just  created  a  situation  that  could 
not  be  foreseen  but  there  was  just  a  limit  to  what  could  be  done  about 
it  at  any  given  time.  But  there  was  an  improvement  in  1969,  and  I 
sincerely  hope  and  I  think  that  the  roughest  part  of  that  problem  is 
behind  us.  As  a  result  of  the  experience  over  the  last  three  or  four 
seasons,  we  have  learned  to  live  with  it. 

Mr.  Wampler.  And  the  Department  has  been  helpful  to  you,  as  I 
understand  it? 

Mr.  Royster.  The  Department  has  been  very,  very  helpful  to  us. 
And  since  you  mention  the  Department,  I  want  to  confer  a  little  favor 
on  these  gentlemen  here.  I  want  to  commend  the  Department  for  the 
manner  in  which  it  has  operated  in  connection  with  the  Flue-cured 
tobacco  program  throughout  its  history  for  that  matter  and  particu¬ 
larly  so  in  recent  times. 

Mr.  Wampler.  I  think  that  you  are  very  much  in  order  because  it 
seems  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  the  only  agency  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  that  looks  with  any  favor  at  all  on  the  tobacco 
program. 

Mr.  Royster.  I  certainly  can  join  in  that  statement,  Congressman 
Wampler. 

Mr.  Wampler.  That  is  a  little  bit  off  the  subject.  I  appreciate  your 
comments  very  much. 

Mr.  Royster.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  If  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  will  bear  with  me 
just  a  minute,  we  have  W.  C.  Daniel,  a  Member  of  the  House  from  the 
Fifth  District  of  Virginia  here.  He  says  he  has  to  go  to  another  com¬ 
mittee.  We  appreciate  very  much  your  being  with  us.  We  know  of  your 
great  interest  in  tobacco,  and  after  my  district  you  are  the  first  to¬ 
bacco  district  in  Virginia.  Would  you  like  to  have  a  word? 
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Mr.  Daniel.  Well,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  Only  that 
I  say  I  am  here  in  support  of  the  chairman  and  want  to  do  whatever  I 
can  to  follow  the  tobacco  program.  And  I  think  Tony  Curtis  proved 
that  when  you  get  off  tobacco  you  get  on  pot. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Jones. 

Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  questions.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Miller. 

Mr.  Miller.  No  questions,  thank  you. 

Mr  Abbitt.  Mr.  Mizell. 

Mr.  Mizell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  add  to  the  accolades  that  have  been  bestowed  upon 
Mr.  F red  Royster  here  in  the  committee  this  morning. 

Mr.  Royster.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Mizell.  Although  I  have  not  known  Mr.  Royster  as  many  years 
as  you,  I  must  say  he  is  held  in  very  high  esteem  by  all  men  in  the 
tobacco  industry  up  in  my  area.  I  am  sure,  Mr.  Royster,  you  probably 
know  more  about  tobacco  than  I  will  learn  in  the  time  that  I  serve  on 
this  committee.  I  do  appreciate  your  comments,  and  I  just  have  one 
question,  Mr.  Royster. 

Earlier  I  expressed  concern  about  the  lease  and  sale  of  tobacco  al¬ 
lotments  across  county  lines  even  within  the  State.  Would,  you  have 
any  objections  to  or  do  you  see  it  as  being  harmful  to  the  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram  if  the  lessees  are  permitted  to  lease  only  within  the  county  as 
they  do  now?  Would  you  object  to  the  sale  of  allotments  as  long  as  it 
was  within  a  county  ? 

Mr.  Royster.  Congressman  Mizell,  may  I  first  express  appreciation 
for  your  very  kind  remarks. 

I  would  on  this  basis.  I  don’t  think  it  is  necessary.  I  think  you 
achieve  certainly  with  a  5-year  lease-transfer  program,  I  think  you 
achieve  the  desired  results.  I  heard  Mr.  Turner’s  testimony  that  it 
might  be  some  improvement  or  would  be  some  improvement.  I  don’t 
think  it  would  be  enough  improvement  to  justify  attempting  to  make 
the  change  at  this  time,  because  you  are  going  into  very  strenuous  op¬ 
position  in  some  quarters  to  that. 

Now,  I  happen  to  be  of  the  mind  myself  that  you  may  not  be  doing 
dhis  small  grower — and  you  have  many  in  your  district — you  may 
not  be  doing  him  a  favor  to  let  him  sell  that  allotment,  get  a  few 
thousand  dollars  and  maybe  not  use  it  wisely.  It  might  be  better  if  he 
were  in  a  position  where  he  retained  his  interest  and  got  an  annual 
income  from  it.  I  don’t  think  that  you  are  doing  him  a  favor. 

And  another  thing  that  I  have  always  been  of  the  opinon,  I  think 
you  need  to  keep  as  many  allotments  and  as  many  people  involved  as 
you  can.  I  don’t  think  you  could  maintain  this  program  if  you  had  all 
large  growers  or  large  allotments.  I  think  it  is  better  to  stay  on  the 
course  that  we  are  on  at  this  time. 

Does  that  answer  your  question  ? 

Mr.  Mizell.  Yes,  sir.  I  certainly  thank  you  for  your  response, 
Mr.  Royster. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Royster.  We  are  always  glad  to  have 
you. 

Mr.  Royster.  Thank  you,  sir. 
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Mr.  Abbitt.  The  next  witness  on  our  list,  I  would  ask  Mr.  McMillan 
if  lie  would  introduce  him. 

Mr.  McMillan.  Members  of  the  committee  and  gentlemen,  I  am 
delighted  to  have  an  opportunity  to  introduce  Mr.  Foy.  Mr.  Crawford 
Foy,  I  presume  knows  more  about  the  ASC  program  and  certainly 
knows  more  about  the  workings  of  the  tobacco  program  than  any  man 
we  have  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina.  Happy  you  could  be  with  us, 
Mr.  Foy. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Foy,  we  are  mighty  pleased  to  have  you,  and  your 
Congressman  here  is  a  mighty  diligent  laborer  in  the  field  of  tobacco 
legislation.  He  is  always  interested  in  and  always  speaks  up  for 
tobacco  farmers.  It  is  good  to  have  him  as  a  member. 

STATEMENT  OF  CRAWFORD  E.  FOY,  DIRECTOR  OF  PUBLIC  AFFAIRS, 
SOUTH  CAROLINA  FARM  BUREAU 

Mr.  Foy.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  first  let  nie^4 
thank  Mr.  McMillan  for  that  nice  introduction. 

My  name  is  Crawford  Foy,  and  I  am  director  of  public  affairs  for 
the  South  Carolina  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

The  South  Carolina  Farm  Bureau  represents  more  than  30,000  farm 
families,  and  a  large  portion  of  these  families  live  in  the  tobacco 
producing  areas  of  South  Carolina.  The  policy  of  our  organization 
is  made  by  farmers,  and  my  testimony  today  reflects  the  policy  of  our 
State  Farm  Bureau,  and  I  might  add,  the  policy  of  our  national  organi¬ 
zation  also. 

We  strongly  favor  legislation  which  will  allow  the  sale,  lease,  and 
transfer  by  owner,  of  tobacco  allotment.  The  present  provisions  for 
leasing  allotments  should  be  extended — except  that  it  should  be 
liberalized  so  as  to  allow  for  leasing  anywhere  within  the  State  rather 
than  within  the  county  only.  There  should  be  added  provisions  allow¬ 
ing  the  sale  of  tobacco  allotment,  also  the  transfer  of  allotment,  be¬ 
tween  farms,  by  the  owner  of  such  farms — both  provisions  applicable 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  State. 

We  have  in  South  Carolina  a  total  of  24.380  farms  with  Flue-cured 
tobacco  allotments.  The  total  State  allotment  for  1970  is  slightly  in  , 
excess  of  67,000  acres.  This  figures  out  to  an  average  of  about  2.7(^| 
acres  of  allotment  per  farm — but  this  is  not  a  true  picture  of  the  actual^*! 
situation.  Of  the  24,380  farms  with  allotments,  13,195  of  them  have 
allotments  of  2.00  acres  or  less,  17.294  have  allotments  of  3.00  acres 
and  less,  and  20,964  of  them  have  allotments  of  5.00  acres  and  less.  The 
average  acreage  allotment  on  these  20,964  farms  is  slightly  less  than  ; 
1.70  acres  per  farm.  There  are  only  3,416  farms  in  the  State  with  an 
allotment  of  over  5.00  acres  and  only,  1,024  farms,  out  of  the  total 
24.380,  have  more  than  a  10.00  acre  allotment. 

The  small  size  of  most  of  the  allotments  in  the  State  is  emphasized 
to  point  out  that  there  are  thousands  of  farms  that  do  not  have  enough  ; 
allotment  to  provide  an  economically  feasible  farming  unit.  This  is 
borne  out  by  the  fact  that  last  year  with  leasing  only  in  effect,  the  oper-  | 
ators  of  7,886  farms  leased  their  allotment,  amounting  to  15,118  acres, 
to  others.  This  is  almost  one-third  of  the  farms  with  allotments,  and 
almost  one-fourth  of  the  total  allotted  acreage.  There  would  have  been, 
no  doubt,  more  leasing  than  this  had  leasing  across  county  lines  been 
permitted. 
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The  majority  of  the  tobacco  farms  in  our  State  are  much  smaller 
in  total  size  than  other  farms.  This  is  because,  in  years  past,  the  tobacco 
farmer  did  not  need  too  much  land  for  other  cash  crops  in  order  to 
make  a  living  for  his  family.  This  has  changed  and  he  now  finds  him¬ 
self  with  not  enough  tobacco  allotment  or  total  land  to  make  an  eco¬ 
nomic  unit.  In  years  past,  when  things  were  somewhat  different  from 
now,  the  capital  outlay  to  produce  a  crop  was  nothing  like  it  is  today. 
The  cost  of  everything  needed  to  produce  a  crop  of  tobacco  has  sky¬ 
rocketed  to  the  point  that  the  farmer  with  just  an  average  size  allot¬ 
ment  actually  cannot  afford  to  plant  it. 

The  minimum  wage  provisions,  as  it  applies  to  agriculture  labor, 
has  caused  labor  costs  to  increase  to  the  point  that  tobacco  farmers  have 
been  forced  to  mechanize  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  The  machin¬ 
ery  required  to  mechanize — tractors,  cultivating  equipment,  mechani¬ 
cal  harvesters,  bulk  curers,  et  cetera — are  extremely  expensive  and 
must  be  utilized  to  the  absolute  maximum.  This  takes  tobacco  acreage — 
and  the  only  way  to  get  it  is  to  get  it  from  other  farms. 

Under  past  and  present  programs  the  tobacco  allotment  has  been 
capitalized  to  the  farm.  The  leasing  provisions  have  been  used  to  ad¬ 
vantage  by  many  farms  with  small  allotments  to  supplement  income 
from  other  crops,  but  maximum  monetary  return  has  not  been  realized 
due  to  leasing  restrictions.  If  the  sale  of  allotment  were  possible,  many 
farm  families  would  sell  their  small  allotment  and  continue  to  live  on 
the  farm.  Otherwise,  some  larger  operator  will  soon  buy  the  farm  in 
order  to  get  the  allotment,  and  the  small  farmer  and  his  family  will 
move  to  one  of  our  already  overcrowded  urban  areas. 

To  allow  the  sale,  lease  and  transfer  by  owner  of  tobacco  allotment 
will  not  create  a  problem  of  overproduction  by  concentrating  acreage 
on  farms  which  will  plant  it — this  can  be  managed  by  quotas.  To 
merely  extend  the  present  leasing  provisions  will  create  a  problem 
which  to  date  has  not  been  solved.  That  is  the  problem  of  overcrowded 
cities — because,  without  a  doubt,  thousands  of  our  tobacco  farmers  will 
be  forced  to  leave  the  farm. 

We  respectfully  request  that  you  carefully  consider  this  matter  and 
recommend  legislation  to  modernize  the  tobacco  program  by  providing 
for  the  sale,  lease,  and  transfer  of  Flue-cured  tobacco  allotment  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  State. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Foy,  we  appreciate  so  much  your  coming  to  testify. 
So  nice  to  have  you.  We  always  are  glad  to  welcome  you  to  our 
hearings. 

Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  McMillan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Foy,  for  your  statement.  I  think 
you  have  spoken  the  sentiment  of  the  tobacco  farmers  of  my  State. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Wampler. 

Mr.  Wampler.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Jones. 

Mr.  Jones.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Miller. 

Mr.  Miller.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Mr.  Mizell. 

Mr.  Mizell.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  You  have  covered  the  subject  matter  so  well  we  don’t 
have  any  questions. 
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Mr.  Jones.  I  do  believe  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Foy,  let  me  ask  you,  if  you  know.  Out  of  the  total  allotment  in 
South  Carolina  last  year,  acreage-poundage,  how  many  acres  were  not 
planted  ? 

Mr.  Foy.  If  I  remember  correctly,  Congressman  Jones,  about  5,000. 
Mr.  Turner  or  Mr.  Todd  might  have  the  figures  for  the  State  readily  at 
hand,  but  I  believe  it  was  about  that. 

Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  For.  I  may  be  in  error.  I  am  not  sure. 

Mr.  Jones.  May  I  raise  the  same  question  of  Mr.  Royster? 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Yes. 

Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Royster,  may  I  direct  a  question  to  you,  the  same 
question.  How  many  acres  in  North  Carolina  of  tobacco  allotments 
were  not  planted  last  year  ? 

Mr.  Royster.  Joe,  do  you  have  the  information  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  Can  we  put  that  in  the  record  ? 

Mr.  Royster.  I  can  give  it  to  you  in  a  close  approximation.  About 
45,000. 

Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Royster.  And  the  information  that  Mr.  Foy  gave  is  approxi¬ 
mately  correct  for  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Foy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  We  now  have  Mr.  Robert  Frederick  of  the  National 
Grange.  Mr.  Frederick,  we  are  highly  pleased  to  have  you  with  us, 
glad  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  M.  FREDERICK,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRE¬ 
SENTATIVE,  NATIONAL  GRANGE,  ALSO  REPRESENTING  THE 

NORTH  CAROLINA  STATE  GRANGE  AND  THE  FARMERS  COOPERA¬ 
TIVE  COUNCIL  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Frederick.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  don’t  think  I  will  have 
to  point  out  that  my  accent  will  be  a  little  different  than  the  preceding 
witnesses.  I  hope  that  won’t  prejudice  my  case,  because  I  am  and  my 
organization  is  in  support  of  the  chairman’s  bill  and  similar  legis¬ 
lation. 

However,  I  am  glad  to  see  that  I  have  a  colleague  or  a  brother 
Ohioan  on  the  committee,  Representative  Miller  from  Ohio. 

I  am  Robert  Frederick,  legislative  director  of  the  National  Grange 
with  headquarters  at  1616  FI  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

In  addition  to  the  National  Grange,  I  have  been  asked  to  speak  for 
the  North  Carolina  State  Grange,  Mrs.  Harry  B.  Caldwell,  master, 
and  the  Farmers  Cooperative  Council  of  North  Carolina,  Harry  B. 
Caldwell,  executive  vice  president. 

The  National  Grange  represents  tobacco-producing  members  in 
North  Carolina,  Virginia,  South  Carolina,  and  Ohio,  as  well  as  other 
tobacco-producing  States.  However,  I  believe  the  tobacco  affected  by 
the  legislation  now  pending  before  this  committee  is  grown  primarily 
in  the  few  States  mentioned  above. 

Mrs.  Harry  Caldwell,  master  of  the  North  Carolina  State  Grange 
and  chairman  of  the  National  Grange’s  Cotton,  Peanuts  and  Tobacco 
Advisory  Committee  would  have  been  here  to  present  our  testimony 
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as  she  and  Harry  are  the  Grange  experts  in  the  southern  crops,  but 
pressing  business  elsewhere  prohibited  her  from  being  here. 

It  is  because  of  the  interest  of  the  States  of  North  Carolina,  South 
Carolina,  and  Virginia  that  the  National  Grange  has  had  a  national 
policy  on  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco  allotments. 

In  1966,  the  National  Grange  went  on  record  against  the  sale  of 
tobacco  allotments  and  quotas  and  in  favor  of  the  continuation  of  the 
present  lease  and  transfer  program. 

Therefore,  the  National  Grange  is  in  strong  support  of  H.R.  14306, 
introduced  by  the  chairman  of  this  committee  and  cosponsored  by 
Representative  McMillan,  Representative  Jones,  and  Representative 
Stubblefield,  all  members  of  this  committee.  And  we  also  support  H.R. 
14309,  an  identical  bill  introduced  by  Representative  Taylor  of  North 
Carolina. 

I  might  add  that  in  addition  the  National  Grange  would  support 
the  producers  of  the  burley  tobaccos  if  they  too  wish  to  be  covered  by 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  therefore,  we  would  be  in  support  of 
the  Department  in  their  recommendations  regarding  this  section  of 
the  bill. 

The  principal  points  of  H.R.  14306,  to  amend  the  tobacco  market¬ 
ing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  are 
to  make  the  leases  of  the  allotments  for  more  than  5  years  and  to 
make  the  legislation  permanent.  We  are  in  support  of  these  changes, 
as  we  feel  they  will  improve  upon  an  already  effective  tobacco 
program. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  tobacco  producers  that  are  members  of  the 
Grange,  the  lease  and  transfer  of  allotments  and  quotas  has  worked 
well.  They  feel  that  the  program  has  come  of  age  and  should  be 
made  permanent  as  well  as  permitting  the  leases  for  longer  periods 
of  time.  When  the  program  was  new,  we  would  see  the  necessity  of 
annual  leases  and  a  termination  date  so  as  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  review  the  effectiveness  of  the  program.  We  believe  this  is  no 
longer  necessary. 

The  technology  of  tobacco  production  is  now  such  that  the  equip¬ 
ment  necessary  to  be  efficient  in  the  production  of  tobacco  requires 
considerable  capital  outlay ;  therefore,  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
lessee  and  lessor  to  make  the  leases  for  more  than  1  year,  but  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  review  of  the  conditions  of  agreement  after  more  than  5. 
If  the  leases  are  on  an  annual  basis,  the  capital  requirements  could 
discourage  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco  allotments  or  quotas. 

It  is  for  this  same  reason  that  we  believe  that  the  program  should 
be  made  a  permanent  part  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended.  A  producer,  knowing  that  he  would  have  the  secu¬ 
rity  of  a  long-term  program,  would  be  more  willing  to  make  the 
necessary  investment  in  equipment  to  efficiently  operate  the  larger 
acreage. 

We  also  believe  that  a  permanent  program,  with  longer  terms  of 
the  leases  would  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  rural  community  as  it 
would  provide  income  stability  both  for  the  producer  and  the  hired 
work  force. 

In  our  judgment,  limiting  the  program  to  3  years  or  5  years  will 
not  add  to  the  benefits  of  the  program,  but  only  cause  concern  among 
producers  that  wish  to  lease  tobacco  allotments,  and  would  limit  the 
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scope  of  their  efficient  operations  knowing  that  the  program  would 
be  terminated. 

It  has  been  brought  to  our  attention  that  in  some  instances,  it  may 
be  wise  to  consider  a  program  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
allotments  that  is  now  in  effect  for  cotton,  that  is  if  the  allotment  was 
not  taken  up  in  the  county,  it  could  be  permitted  to  be  transferred 
across  county  lines.  In  many  cases,  an  allotment  will  be  cheap  in  one 
county  and  just  across  the  county  line,  it  would  command  a  much 
higher  price. 

We  believe  such  a  program  of  transfer  between  counties  should 
be  considered  for  tobacco  and  would  respectfully  suggest  that  the 
committee  take  the  idea  under  study,  if  not  at  this  time,  at  a  later  date. 

Thank  you  for  permitting  the  National  Grange  to  present  its  views 
and  those  of  our  State  Granges,  as  well  as  the  Farmers  Cooperative 
Council  of  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  McMillan  (presiding).  Mr.  Frederick,  the  committee  is  grate¬ 
ful  to  you  for  taking  time  to  give  us  your  opinion  on  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  I  would  like  to  state  that  the  Grange  is  highly  thought  of  in 
my  State  and  I  regret  that  one  of  the  members  from  my  State  couldn’t 
be  here  today,  but  you  did  a  good  job  representing  them. 

Mr.  Frederick.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  McMillan.  Mr.  Jones. 

Mr.  Jones.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McMillan.  Mr.  Wampler. 

Mr.  Wampler.  No  questions. 

Mr.  McMillan.  Mr.  Miller. 

Mr.  Miller.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  glad  to  have  Mr.  Frederick,  a  fellow  Ohioan  here,  to  discuss 
the  problem.  You  did  make  one  statement:  “In  our  judgment,  limit¬ 
ing  the  program  to  3  years  or  5  years  will  not  add  to  the  benefits  of 
the  program.”  Does  the  Grange  have  a  specific  time  that  you  would 
recommend  ? 

Mr.  Frederick.  Well,  in  this  regard  we  are  speaking  to  making  the 
lease  and  transfer  a  permanent  part  of  the  act  of  1938.  We  think  it 
should  be  made  permanent  legislation,  not  limited  to  any  3-  or  5-year 
period.  The  leases  should  be  longer,  we  feel,  than  1  year  and  up  to  as 
much  as  5  years. 

Mr.  Miller.  Very  good.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  McMil  lan.  Mr.  Mizell. 

Mr.  Mizell.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McMillan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Frederick.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McMillan.  We  have  a  letter  from  Walter  Ayers,  director  of 
public  affairs,  Virginia  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  and  two  telegrams; 
one  from  Maurice  B.  Rowe,  Commissioner  of  Agriculture  and  Com¬ 
merce  of  Virginia  ;  and  one  from  B.  C.  Mangum,  president,  North 
Carolina  Farm  Bureau,  which  will  be  inserted  in  the  record  at  this 
point. 
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(The  correspondence  referred  to  above  and  a  statement  and  letter 
also  submitted  to  the  subcommittee  follow  :) 


Virginia  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Richmond,  Va.,  May  1, 1970. 

Hon.  Watkins  M.  Abbitt, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Watt  :  Virginia  Farm  Bureau  Federation  supports  II. R.  14306  as  drafted. 
Following  action  by  our  state  Farm  Bureau  Flue  Cured  Tobacco  Committee,  our 
county  Flue  Cured  Tobacco  Committee,  and  our  County  Farm  Bureaus,  the  vot¬ 
ing  delegates  to  our  state  convention  adopted  a  policy  which  reads  in  part :  (We) 
"oppose  the  sale  of  flue  cured  tobacco  allotments  and  support  a  5-year  lease 
program.” 

Permanent  authority  for  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco  allotments  authorizing 
leases  not  in  excess  of  live  years  will  bring  needed  efficiency  to  the  flue  tobacco 
industry.  Farmers  will  then  be  able  to  enter  into  leases  knowing  that  they  will  be 
able  to  produce  that  acreage  for  more  than  one  year.  This  will  enable  farmers  to 
create  larger  and  more  economic  production  units  and  make  it  feasible  for  them 
to  make  necessary  investments  in  equipment  and  necessities  of  production.  At 
the  same  time,  farmers  with  very  small  units  can  lease  their  acreage  to  someone 
else  for  an  extended  period  of  time,  and  then  safely  invest  their  capital  and 
management  in  other  enterprises. 

The  Virginia  Farm  Bureau  is  opposed,  however,  to  suggested  amendments  by 
Mr.  Phil  Campbell,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  which  would  authorize 
sale  of  allotments  and,  in  addition  offer  such  sales  across  county  lines.  Our 
growers  have  spoken  out  against  any  type  of  sale  of  allotments.  They  feel  these 
allotments  should  remain  in  counties  in  which  they  are  located  and  with  the  farm 
to  which  they  are  granted. 

We  appreciate  your  sponsoring  of  H.R.  14306  and  your  continued  interest  in 
the  tobacco  industry  of  Virginia. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Walter  Ayers, 
Director  of  Public  Affairs. 


[Telegram] 


Richmond,  Va.,  31  ay  4, 1970. 

Hon.  Watkins  M.  Abbitt, 

Chairman,  Tobacco  Sub-committee 
House  Agricultural  Committee, 

Longworth'House  Office  Building, 

Washington ,  D.C. 

Strongly  urge  authority  for  lease  and  transfer  of  flue-cured  tobacco  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  be  made  permanent.  This  program  has  been  widely  used  in 
Virginia  and  has  permitted  some  growers  to  operate  more  efficient  units  by 
enlarging  their  operations  and  at  the  same  time  provided  some  income  for  other 
farmowners  who  could  not  or  did  not  choose  to  grow  their  allotments.  While  not 
necessary,  expansion  of  the  lease  period  up  to  5  years  would  not  be  objectionable. 

Maurice  B.  Rowe, 

Commissioner  of  Agriculture  and  Commerce  of  Virginia. 
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[Telegram] 


Raleigh,  N.C.,  May 1970. 

House  Tobacco  Subcommittee, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

North  Carolina  Farm  Bureau  in  full  support  of  H.R.  14306.  Urge  its  passage. 

B.  C.  Man  gum,  President. 

Statement  of  Hon.  Richardson  Preyer,  a  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  North  Carolina 

I  represent  the  6th  District  of  North  Carolina  which  contains  many  tobacco 
farmers  growing  flue-cured  tobacco.  Most  of  these  farmers  have  relatively  modest 
allotments. 

In  one  of  the  counties  in  my  District  (Caswell),  tobacco  growing  is  the  main¬ 
stay  of  the  economy.  Changes  in  allotment  practices  in  such  a  county  affect  the 
entire  economy  (the  storekeeper,  the  filling  station  operator,  the  warehouseman, 
the  teacher) ,  as  well  as  the  tobacco  farmer. 

The  tobacco  farmers  in  my  District  have  faced  increasing  problems  under  the 
present  system  of  leasing  of  allotments.  For  example,  adequate  labor  is  increas¬ 
ingly  hard  to  come  by  and  many  older  people  who  are  unable  to  work  their  tobacco 
farms  must  lease  their  allotments.  Sometimes  they  are  unable  to  lease  their  allot¬ 
ments  at  any  price — yet  still  must  pay  taxes  on  the  allotment  as  a  capital  asset. 
Sometimes,  they  can  lease  only  for  a  very  low  price  within  their  county  but  could 
receive  a  price  that  is  a  fair  return  just  across  the  county  lina  It  seems  only 
common  fairness  that  the  tobacco  farmer  in  one  county  should  be  entitled  to  a 
price  for  his  lease  that  is  comparable  to  that  received  by  all  other  tobacco  farmers 
in  the  state. 

Also,  a  more  flexible  system  of  leasing  of  allotments  would  allow  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  larger  and  more  economic  production  units  which  encourage  mechaniza¬ 
tion.  Farmers  who  do  not  wish  to  continue  the  production  of  tobacco  can  transfer 
their  resources  into  other  enterprises  and  at  the  same  time  receive  some  income 
from  the  lease  of  their  tobacco  allotments. 

For  these  reasons.  I  urge  the  Committee  to  amend  the  present  law  relating  to 
the  sale  and  lease  of  tobacco  allotments  to  provide  for  the  lease  of  allotments 
across  county  lines  in  the  same  state.  In  order  to  protect  the  economies  of  areas, 
such  as  Caswell  County,  which  depend  so  heavily  on  tobacco  growing,  I  strongly 
recommend  that  this  he  surrounded  with  safeguards. 

First,  that  there  shall  be  no  authorization  of  leasing  outside  of  a  county  if 
leasing  is  available  within  a  county  at  a  rate  that  is  equal  to  the  average  of  the 
rate  in  the  state  as  a  whole.  If  the  average  rate  is  not  available  within  the  county, 
then  the  allotment  may  be  leased  outside  of  the  county. 

Second,  that  the  first,  option  of  leasing  outside  the  county  be  given  to  the  ad¬ 
joining  counties  (under  the  same  conditions  as  above)  before  any  lease  is  made 
to  more  remote  counties. 

Such  safeguards  will  allow  for  a  more  gradual  adjustment  of  the  economy  of 
an  area  to  the  new  practice. 

As  to  the  sale  of  allotments,  I  urge  that  this  not  be  included  in  the  bill  at 
the  present  time.  The  experience  gained  from  leasing  across  county  lines  should 
be  useful  in  determining  whether  the  sale  of  allotments  is  a  good  idea.  To  allow 
the  sale  of  allotments  across  county  lines  without  full  hearings  and  thorough 
consideration  of  what  it  can  mean  to  the  entire  economy  of  some  counties  seems 
unwise  and  premature.  We  simply  need  to  know  more  before  such  a  far-reaching 
step  is  taken. 

As  to  the  other  new  provisions  suggested  in  H.R.  14306.  the  tobacco  farmers 
in  my  District  strongly  favor  the  authorization  of  leases  for  five  years  in  con¬ 
trast  to  the  current  provision  for  annual  leases  only.  This  makes  for  better  plan¬ 
ning  allowing  the  tobacco  farmer  to  plan  ahead  for  the  purchase  of  equipment, 
for  example. 

Our  farmers  would  prefer  that  this  be  permanent  legislation  so  as  to  avoid  the 
necessity  of  returning  to  Congress  at  regular  intervals  to  renew  the  program. 
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American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  If,  1910. 

Hon.  Watkins  M.  Abbitt, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Tobacco,  Committee  on  Agriculture,  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  The  delegates  at  our  most  recent  annual  meeting  held 
in  Washington,  D.C.  last  December  considered  the  issue  of  lease  and  transfer 
of  tobacco  allotments  and  adopted  the  following  policy. 

‘‘In  order  to  permit  the  development  of  more  efficient  units,  producers  should 
be  authorized  to  lease,  sell,  or  otherwise  transfer  allotments  to  other  farms 
in  the  same  state  subject  to  approval  of  growers  in  the  county ;  however,  we  do 
not  favor  the  lease  (as  contrasted  to  the  sale)  of  burley  tobacco  allotments  as 
long  as  the  minimum  allotment  provision  is  in  effect.” 

In  line  with  this  policy  we  urge  the  amendment  of  H.R.  14306  to  permit  the 
sale  or  other  transfer,  as  well  as  the  lease,  the  tobacco  allotments  covered  by  the 
bill  and  to  permit  the  sale,  lease,  or  other  transfer  of  such  allotments  to  other 
countries  within  the  state  when  producers  in  the  county  from  which  the  transfer 
is  made  have  approved  such  action  by  referendum. 

These  amendments  would  authorize  a  procedure  similar  to  that  followed  under 
the  present  cotton  program. 

We  request  this  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Marvin  L.  McLain, 
Legislative  Director. 


Mr.  McMillan.  Is  there  anyone  else  in  the  room  here  who  desires  to 
make  an  oral  statement  or  file  a  statement  ? 

If  not,  why  the  committee  will  go  into  executive  session. 

('Whereupon,  at  11 :05  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
in  executive  session.) 


TRANSFER  OF  TOBACCO  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


TUESDAY,  JULY  28,  1970 

House  of  Representatives, 

Tobacco  Subcommittee  of  the 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

T  V  ashington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.  in  room  1302,  Longworth  House 
Office  Building,  Hon.  Watkins  M.  Abbitt  (chairman)  presiding. 

Members  present:  Representatives  Abbitt,  Stubblefield,  Jones  of 
North  Carolina,  Wampler,  and  Mizell. 

Also  present :  Lacy  C.  Sharp,  general  counsel,  and  Mrs.  Christine  S. 
Gallagher,  chief  clerk. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  I  will  ask  the  subcommittee  to  come  to  order. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting  today  is  to  take  up  the  several  bills 
dealing  with  lease  and  transfer  of  Burley  tobacco  acreage  allotments. 

These  are  introduced  by  Mr.  Wampler,  H.R.  17945 ;  Mr.  Mizell,  H.R. 
18190 ;  and  another  bill,  H.R.  18232  by  Mr.  Broyhill  of  North  Carolina. 

I  assume  that-  all  three  bills  have  the  same  purpose. 

(H.R.  17945,  introduced  by  Mr.  Wampler,  the  text  of  which  follows, 
is  similar  to  H.R.  18196  introduced  by  Mr.  Mizell,  and  H.R.  18232, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Broyhill  of  North  Carolina.) 

[H.R.  17945,  91st  Cong.,  second  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  lease  and  transfer  of  Burley  tobacco  acreage  allotments 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section  316(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence 
in  the  parenthetical  matter  the  words  “a  hurley  tobacco  acreage  allotment  or”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  316(b)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Any  lease  may  be  made  for  such  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  five  as  the 
parties  thereto  agree,  and  on  such  other  terms  and  conditions,  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  in  this  section,  as  the  parties  thereto  agree.”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  316(e)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  the  following :  “ :  Provided  f  urther,  That  in  the 
case  of  Burley  tobacco,  not  more  than  ten  acres  of  allotment  may  be  leased  and 
transferred  to  any  farm.”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  317(f)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  in  the 
parenthetical  matter  in  the  fifth  sentence  thereof  the  language  “Burley  tobacco, 
or  other”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  703  of  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  the  last  sentence  thereof  the  language  “hurley  tobacco,  and 
other”. 

Mr.  Abbiit.  We  are  pleased  and  delighted  to  see  our  colleague  here 
from  North  Carolina,  who  is  vitally  interested  in  tobacco  and  a  Mem¬ 
ber  who  has  been  of  great  help  to  this  subcommittee.  We  appreciate 
very  much  your  being  here,  Roy.  We  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you 
at  this  time. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BOY  TAYLOR,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Taylor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  appreciate  your  giving  me  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  at  this  time.  I  happen  to  be  chairman  of  a  Subcommittee  on 
National  Parks  and  Recreation  which  is  meeting  on  the  same  floor  of 
this  building.  We  are  marking  up  a  rather  important  bill.  I  will  have 
to  go  back  there  just  as  soon  as  I  finish. 

This  legislation  is  very  important  to  the  people  in  the  district  I 
represent.  Western  North  Carolina  burley  tobacco  growers  are  now 
losing  more  than  $1  million  annually  in  potential  income  through  the 
failure  to  use  allotted  burley  tobacco  acres.  These  allotments  are  so 
small  that  it  is  open  uneconomical  or  impractical  for  the  allotment 
holder  to  grow  tobacco.  The  legislation  being  considered  today,  similar 
to  legislation  I  have  introduced,  would  authorize  the  lease  and  trans¬ 
fer  of  burley  tobacco  allotments  from  farm  to  farm  in  the  same  county 
for  a  period  not  to  exceed  5  years.  This  would  mean  additional  in¬ 
come  to  both  the  grower  and  the  original  allotment  holder.  This  legis¬ 
lation  lias  the  backing  of  all  agricultural  leaders  of  the  district  which 
I  represent  in  Congress. 

Flue-cured  tobacco  areas  have  the  privilege  of  leasing  or  transfer¬ 
ring  allotments  to  other  farmers.  This  keeps  the  allotments  used  when 
the  person  to  whom  it  is  assigned  finds  it  too  small  to  be  usable.  Burley 
allotments  in  North  Carolina,  one  of  the  small  State  producers  of  this 
type  of  tobacco  leaf,  tend  to  be  small.  The  inability  to  transfer  allot¬ 
ments  has  tended  to  make  the  rich  richer  and  the  poor  poorer.  For  in¬ 
stance,  in  Haywood  County  in  North  Carolina,  a  county  I  am  proud 
to  represent  in  Congress,  948  acres  has  been  allotted  planting.  This  is 
divided  among  1,887  farms  with  the  average  allotment  being  0.47  of 
an  acre.  Income  averages  about  $1,600  gross  per  acre  at  current  market 
prices. 

Haywood  County  lost  about  $112,000  in  agricultural  income  from 
unplanted  tobacco  allotments  during  1968.  Farm  leaders  feel  that  if 
transfer  becomes  legal  most  of  the  dormant  allotments  will  be  leased  to 
farmers  wanting  to  plant  burley. 

It  was  my  privilege  in  the  90th  Congress  to  support  legislation  simi¬ 
lar  to  that  which  you  are  considering  and  I  was  proud  when  this  legis¬ 
lation  was  approved  by  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  even  though 
it  was  not  later  considered  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  I  urge  your  favor¬ 
able  consideration  of  this  important  legislation. 

Let  me  add  that  I  think  it  would  be  good  for  the  tobacco  program. 
I  think  it  is  good  for  the  program  to  keep  just  as  many  interested  peo¬ 
ple  on  the  tobacco  side  as  possible,  and  every  time  we'let  an  allotment 
evaporate  or  disappear  then  you  have  lost  one  more  promoter  of  the 
program. 

I  would  not  favor  sales  of  tobacco  allotments  because  that  would 
undo  what  I  am  talking  about,  putting  it  into  fewer  hands.  This,  how¬ 
ever.  would  keep  the  interest  of  the  original  allotment  holder.  He 
would  establish  the  interest  of  the  lessee  and  it  would  prevent  tobacco 
allotments  from  getting  into  a  few  hands,  which  would  be  very  bad 
for  the  program. 

Mr.  Abbttt.  We  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Taylor,  for  that  fine 
statement.  We  al  ways  appreciate  your  coming. 
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Again  we  want  to  let  you  know  how  proud  this  committee  is  of  your 
support  of  our  efforts  and  your  interest  in  the  tobacco  program. 

Questions? 

Mr.  Wamper.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Mizell.  I  appreciate  my  colleague  from  North  Carolina's  com¬ 
ing  in  and  giving  his  testimony  this  morning;  and  realizing  the  tre¬ 
mendous  interest  he  has  in  his  hurley  growers  in  his  district.  I  want 
to  add  my  personal  thanks  for  his  coming. 

Mr.  T  ayeor.  I  thank  my  colleague  and  I  commend  the  members  of 
the  committee  who  are  here  on  introducing  bills  to  try  to  help  find  a 
solution  to  this  problem. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  notice  we  have  with  us  from  the  Department,  Mr.  Joseph  J.  Todd. 
Joe  is  a  long-time  friend  of  the  tobacco  program  and  the  members  of 
this  committee. 

Joe,  we  appreciate  your  being  here  with  us  today.  I  would  like  to 
have  you  take  the  chair,  and  if  you  have  any  associates  with  you  from 
the  Department  introduce  them  to  us  and  have  them  sit  with  you,  as 
you  prefer. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOSEPH  J.  TODD,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  TOBACCO 
DIVISION,  ASCS,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  T  'odd.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  other  Members  of  the  House,  I  am  Joe  Todd,  Deputy 
Director,  Tobacco  Division,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conser¬ 
vation  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  I  have  with  me 
Jake  Schoonover  of  our  General  Counsel’s  staff  and  Tom  Von  Garlem 
on  the  staff  of  the  Tobacco  Division.  Tom  grew  up  on  a  tobacco  farm 
in  Maryland  and  before  coming  to  our  office  was  a  county  office  man¬ 
ager  in  one  of  the  tobacco  counties  in  Maryland. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  gentlemen  with  us. 

Mr.  Todd.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  giving  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  views  concerning  II. Ik  17945,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  lease  and 
transfer  of  burley  tobacco  acreage  allotments. 

The  Department  recommends  that  the  bill  be  passed,  but  that  it  be 
strengthened  by  including  amendments  which  I  will  propose. 

The  bill  extends  the  authority  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  farm 
acreage  allotments  and  farm  marketing  quotas — which  applies  to 
most  other  kinds  of  tobacco — to  burley  tobacco.  In  our  statement  to 
the  subcommittee  covering  H.R.  1430G  on  May  5,  1970,  we  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  make  it  applicable  to  all  kinds 
of  tobacco — including  burley.  It  was  the  view  of  the  subconnnittee 
that  the  authority  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas,  for  most  kinds  of  tobacco,  which  expired 
with  the  1970  crop,  should  be  made  permanent  and  that  the  question 
of  extending  this  authority  to  burley  tobacco  be  considered  separately. 
The  authority  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  farm  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quotas  for  most  kinds  of  tobacco  was  made  permanent 
by  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  91-284,  approved  June  19,  1970. 

As  indicated  in  our  statement  to  the  subcommittee  on  May  5,  1970, 
the  need  for  more  flexibility  in  our  tobacco  programs  has  long  been 
apparent.  This  is  especially  true  with  respect  to  burley  tobacco.  Our 


program  for  hurley  has  operated  since  1940  on  substantially  the  same 
basis.  Acreage  allotments  were  established  primarily  on  the  basis  of 
each  farm’s  production  history  more  than  30  years  ago. 

The  most  significant  change  in  the  tobacco  program  during  this 
time  was  the  enactment  of  legislation  in  1965  which  authorizes  acreage- 
poundage  marketing  quotas  when  the  Secretary,  in  his  discretion,  de¬ 
termines  with  respect  to  any  kind  of  tobacco  that  acreage-poundage 
quotas  would  result  in  a  more  effective  marketing  quota  program  for 
that  kind  of  tobacco.  The  Secretary  has  on  two  occasions  made  such 
a  determination  for  hurley  tobacco  and  called  referendums  among 
burley  growers  as  provided  by  law. 

In  a  referendum  held  in  March  1966,  57  percent  of  the  burley  growers 
voting,  and  58.8  percent  of  those  voting  February  27  through  March  3, 
1967,  favored  acreage-poundage  quotas  in  lieu  of  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  programs  in  effect  since  1940.  Although  a  majority  of  the  growers 
voting  favored  a  change,  it  was  short  of  the  two-thirds  required  by 
law,  to  make  the  new  program  effective. 

During  World  War  II,  when  additional  production  was  needed, 
all  burley  allotments  were  increased  to  1  acre  or  25  percent  of  the 
farm's  cropland,  whichever  was  smaller.  This  minimum  provision, 
which  does  not  apply  to  any  other  kind  of  tobacco,  has  since  been 
changed  on  a  number  of  occasions.  Present  legislation  provides  that 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  burley  tobacco,  for  any  year,  shall  not 
be  less  than  the  smallest  of  (1)  the  allotment  established  for  the  farm 
for  the  immediately  preceding  year,  (2),  five-tenths  of  an  acre,  or 
(3)  10  percent  of  the  cropland  in  the  farm. 

There  have  been  significant  changes  in  farming  operations  since 
the  present  program  for  burley  was  developed  30  years  ago.  There 
have  been  major  shifts  from  one  crop  to  another  and  in  the  production 
of  livestock.  Many  people  have  moved  out  of  our  tobacco  producing 
areas,  and  many  industries  have  moved  into  these  areas,  siphoning- 
off  a  large  share  of  the  farm  labor.  These  developments  alone  clearly 
justify  the  need  for  more  flexibility  in  our  tobacco  programs.  Another 
significant  factor  is  the  need  for  mechanization  of  tobacco  production. 
Despite  the  tremendous  strides  that  have  been  made  in  industry  and 
in  the  production  of  other  agricultural  commodities  some  400  to  450 
man-hours  of  strenuous  labor  are  still  required  to  produce  and  market 
an  acre  of  tobacco.  Our  tobacco  farmers  are  seriously  concerned  as  to 
whether  labor  can  be  obtained  in  the  years  ahead  to  produce  tobacco 
at  wages  that  will  enable  them  to  compete  pricewise  in  world  markets. 
Although  a  lot  of  experimental  work  is  being  done  in  the  field  of 
tobacco  mechanization  it  is  extremely  doubtful  if  any  such  equipment 
can  be  developed,  which  the  average  burley  tobacco  grower  can  afford 
to  own,  in  the  absence  of  some  flexibility  which  will  permit  larger 
and  more  efficient  operating  units.  We  now  have  burley  tobacco  allot¬ 
ments  on  282,100  separately  operated  farms  with  a  total  allotment 
of  230,900  acres.  This  is  an  average  of  eighty-two  one-hundreths  of 
an  acre  per  farm.  Sixty  percent  of  all  burley  tobacco  allotments  in 
the  United  States  are  one-half  of  an  acre  or  less. 

Public  Law  91-284,  approved  June  19,  1970,  contains  language 
similar  to  sections  2,  4,  and  5  of  H.R.  17945.  It  is  recommended,  there¬ 
fore,  that  these  sections  be  deleted  as  they  are  no  longer  needed.  Public 
Law  91-284  also  amended  subsections  316  (a)  and  (316  (e)  of  the  Triple 
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A  Act,  thereby  making  the  language  in  sections  1  and  3  of  H.R.  17945 
inappropriate.  There  is  attached  to  this  statement  suggested  language 
which  will  achieve  the  intent  of  H.R.  17945. 

As  indicated  in  our  statement  to  the  subcommittee  at  the  hearing 
on  May  5,  the  Department  recommends  that  the  bill  be  amended  to 
apply  to  all  kinds  of  tobacco.  Present  legislation  specifically  excludes 
burley  tobacco  and  Cigar-binder  tobacco,  types  54  and  55.  H.R.  17945 
extends  the  authority  for  lease  and  transfer  to  burley  tobacco  but 
continues  to  exclude  Cigarbinder  tobacco,  types  54  and  55.  Thus,  we 
again  recommend  that  the  authority  for  lease  and  transfer  be  extended 
to  all  kinds  of  tobacco. 

The  Department  recommends  also,  as  it  has  on  other  occasions,  that 
the  bill  be  amended  to  authorize  the  outright  sale  and  permanent 
transfer  of  allotments  for  all  kinds  of  tobacco  as  now  provided  for 
Fire-cured,  dark  air-cured,  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobaccos.  This  will 
enable  our  farmers  to  do  a  better  job  in  planning  their  farming  opera¬ 
tions,  such  as  buying  equipment  and  building  curing  barns. 

We  repeat  also  our  previous  recommendation— that  the  bill  be 
amended  to  authorize  the  lease  and  sale  and  transfer  of  farm  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas  across  county  lines  within  the  same 
State.  This  change  would  provide  more  flexibility  and  will  give  farmers 
in  outlying  counties,  in  which  there  is  little  interest  in  producing 
tobacco,  a  better  bargaining  position. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  recommend  that  the  bill  be  amended 
to  limit  the  period  for  which  leases  can  be  approved  to  3  years  rather 
than  5  years.  This  will  permit  leases  to  run  concurrently  with  the 
period  for  which  producer  referendums  are  held  and  authority  for  the 
sale  of  allotments  reduces  the  need  for  leases  for  periods  in  excess  of  3 
years. 

Enactment  of  H.R.  17945  would  not  require  additional  funds, 
and,  if  amended  as  recommended,  would  improve  program  operations. 

I  understand  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  has  indicated 
that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation  of  this  statement  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  adminisration’s  programs. 

We  will  be  pleased  to  try  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have 
concerning  the  bill  and  the  Department’s  recommendations. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much,  Joe.  We  appreciate  your 
statement. 

I  have  a  question  regarding  a  recommended  change.  You  suggest  we 
strike  out  sections  2, 4,  and  5  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes,  sir.  These  have  been  enacted,  since  these  bills  were 
introduced. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  And  leave  in  three  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  Our  suggestions  there  are  due  to  the  same  reason.  In  the 
bill  passed  last  month  you  changed  the  wording  in  316(a)  and  316(e) 
which  makes  the  wording  in  these  bills  inappropriate  now.  The  parent 
sections  were  changed.  The  wording  proposed  by  this  bill  does  not 
now  fit. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  The  only  thing  you  need  now  is  to  strike  out  the  exemp¬ 
tion  in  the  present  law  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  That  is  right.  That,  is  what  our  bill  would  do.  Strike  out 
the  word  “burley”  and  the  comma.  We  recommend  that  you  strike  out 
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tlie  Cigar-binder,  also.  Then  you  would  need  another  section  to  insert 
the  words  “hurley  tobacco”  in  section  316(e)  of  the  act  as  it  now  is. 
That  is  where  the  10-acre  limit  is. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Would  that  take  care  of  the  10  acres  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  The  10  acres  was  put  in  there  in  the  bill  passed  last 
month.  All  you  have  to  do  is  to  stick  in  the  word  “hurley”. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  If  we  struck  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in¬ 
serted  the  first  two  sections  of  your  hill,  that  would  accomplish  the 
purpose  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Todd.  Exactly ;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  I  was  hoping  to  do  that  here  this  morning  and  then  we 
would  not  have  to  introduce  another  bill.  We  would  let  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  in  H.R.  17945  and  insert 
the  rest  of  your  bill  to  accomplish  the  purpose  of  the  bill  H.R.  17945. 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Is  that  your  understanding,  Mr.  Wampler  ? 

Mr.  Wampler.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  If  that  were  done,  even  though  the  Department  sug¬ 
gests  that  we  go  further,  the  Department  would  be  in  favor  of  the 
bill  as  amended  by  the  committee  if  it  is  amended  in  that  manner? 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  I  wanted  to  get  on  the  record  the  fact  the  Department 
recommends  the  bill  and  that  it  would  accomplish  the  purpose  as 
originally  drawn  by  all  of  the  bills,  H.R.  17945  and  H.R.  18196  and 
H.R. 18232. 

Mr.  Todd.  We  did  not  include  the  Department’s  recommendation  in 
this  proposed  bill.  As  I  said  in  my  statement,  it  would  carry  out  the 
intent  of  the  present  bills  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Because  since  these  bills  were  introduced,  the  law  has 
been  enacted  as  to  all  types  of  tobacco  except  burley  and  certain 
cigar-filler  types. 

Mr.  Todd.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Questions? 

Mr.  Wampler.  First  of  all,  I  think  your  recommendations  are 
sound.  As  the  chairman  indicated,  I  think  amending  the  bill  will  ac¬ 
complish  what  I  had  in  mind. 

One  of  your  recommendations,  and  the  subcommittee  has  heard  this 
before,  is  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  authorize  the  lease,  sale  and 
transfer  of  farm  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  across 
county  lines. 

Does  this  present  any  burden  on  the  local  officers  who  would  be 
administering  it?  I  believe  it  is  the  thinking  of  many  of  us  that  if 
wTe  keep  it  within  a  county,  it  will  minimize  the  recordkeeping  and 
red  tape.  What  is  the  feeling  of  the  Department  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  It  would  not  pose  any  significant  administrative  problem, 
Mr.  Wampler,  if  it  is  an  outright  sale.  We  can  transfer  it  at  one  time. 
It  goes  from  the  record  of  one  county  to  the  record  of  another. 

On  annual  leases,  or  any  kind  of  lease,  it  would  pose  some  problem 
but  not  too  severe.  I  think  the  problem  is  more  in  the  economy  than  in 
the  housekeeping. 

Mr.  Wampler.  I  have  some  serious  reservations  about  permitting 
the  sale  of  any  type  of  allotment,  particularly  tobacco.  I  wanted  to  be 
sure  of  the  Department’s  position. 
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As  our  colleague,  Mr.  Taylor,  testified  earlier,  the  area  I  am  priv¬ 
ileged  to  represent  is  somewhat  typical  of  western  North  Carolina 
in  that  we  have  small  allotments.  As  I  recall  it,  I  represent  something 
like  16,000  growers  of  hurley  tobacco  with  an  average  allotment 
slightly  in  excess  of  a  half  acre.  I  think  what  Mr.  Taylor  said 
certainly  would  apply  to  my  area. 

The  farm  labor  situation  is  growing  more  serious  year  by  year. 

I  have  talked  with  a  number  of  my  tobacco  producers  who  are  getting 
along  in  years  and  unable  to  put  the  crop  out  themselves.  From 
the  standpoint  of  labor,  it  is  difficult  to  find  anyone  who  will  enter 
into  any  type  of  an  agreement  to  come  in  and  plant  small  acreage, 
such  as  a  half  acre,  because  it  is  not  economically  feasible.  A  lot  of  my 
people  depend  upon  tobacco  income  since  it  comes  at  the  end  of  the 
year.  They  use  tobacco  income  to  pay  land  taxes  and  provide  for  the 
necessities  of  life. 

I  feel  that  this  legislation  would  help  our  tobacco  growers.  Certainly 
it  would  help  to  build  the  basis  of  the  economy  in  my  area  and  make 
these  production  units  larger  and  thereby  contribute  more  to  the  farm 
income.  I  therefore  appreciate  the  testimony  you  have  given  here  this 
morning  and  the  recommendations,  as  explained  by  the  chairman,  are 
appropriate  and  in  keeping  with  the  purpose  of  my  bill. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  Joe,  what  do  you  think  about  the  increased  pro¬ 
duction  that  would  result  here  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  I  do  not  think  you  would  get  much  increase  in  production. 
There  are  some  allotments  that  are  not  grown.  Nationwide  we  grow 
most  of  the  allotted  acreage. 

I  picked  these  statements  from  my  folder  just  a  while  ago  so  I 
I  will  have  to  further  check  these  figures.  But  according  to  these 
figures  we  grew  237,000  acres  last  year.  This  is  out  of  an  allotment  of 
249,761  acres.  Figuring  this  roughly,  that  is  some  95  percent  which 
was  grown  last  year. 

With  this  legislation  you  would  not  get  much  more  grown. 

The  big  advantage,  as  I  see  it,  is  that  a  fellow  can  put  two  or  three 
of  these  little  patches  together.  Take  in  Mr.  Wampler's  territory  there 
and  in  Mr.  Taylor’s  territory  and  throughout  the  burley  area,  since 
it  is  not  limited  to  just  those  States — one  man  may  be  growing  to¬ 
bacco  on  two  or  three  farms  because  the  allotment  is  on  this  farm. 
That  is  a  great  inconvenience  for  a  man  to  move  his  labor  and  his 
machinery  up  and  down  the  road. 

With  lease  and  transfer  he  can  bring  two  or  three  of  them  together. 
Since  we  are  growing  9,5  percent  now  you  could  not  get  much  more 
grown. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  And  there  would  not  be  much  lease  transfer, 
either,  apparently. 

Mr.  Todd.  I  think  there  would  be  quite  a  bit.  He  would  bring  two 
or  three  to  his  place.  Most  of  it  would  occur  among  the  smaller 
growers. 

This  bill  has  a  10-acre  limit.  You  cannot  bring  in  more  than  10 
acres.  That  is  put  in  there  for  fear  some  large  growers  might  get  a 
bigger  share  of  it. 

According  to  our  experience  on  Flue-cured,  it  is  the  smaller  allot¬ 
ment.:  which  are  transferred. 

Mr.  A  bbitt.  Mr.  Mizell  ? 

Mr.  Mizell.  Mr.  Todd,  1  also  share  the  concern  of  Mr.  Wampler 
regarding  the  possibility  of  the  sale  and  leasing  of  tobacco  allotments 
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across  county  lines.  While  I  do  not  have  t lie  number  of  hurley  growers 
in  my  area  that  he  has  in  his,  nevertheless  it  is  important  to  the 
economy  in  the  two  mountain  counties  of  my  district  where  it  is  grown 
and  also  to  the  other  counties  in  North  Carolina  which  do  grow 
burley. 

My  concern  is  that,  if  we  did  permit  sale  and  leasing  across  county 
lines,  it  would  hurt  the  economy  of  these  areas.  While  we  may  not 
have  the  large  quantity  growing  in  my  area,  it  is  important  to  the 
economy. 

I  therefore  would  be  very  reluctant  to  permit  sale  and  lease  across 
county  lines  at  this  time. 

I  do  appreciate  the  Department’s  position  in  support  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  with  the  recommended  change,  but  I  would  hestitate  to  amend 
it  further  at  this  time. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  A  hi  vi  tt.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Mr.  Todd,  if  I  understood  you  correctly,  you  said 
the  national  allotment  of  burley  was  approximately  249,000  acres. 
Was  that  the  figure  you  gave  the  committee  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes;  249,000-plus  last  year.  We  reduced  it  some  this 
year. 

Mr.  W  ampler.  Some  237,000  acres  were  grown,  about  95  percent  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  Those  are  the  figures  I  have. 

Mr.  Wampler.  My  mathematics  show  that  at  most,  assuming  we  had 
100  percent  planting,  that  would  increase  it  only  about  12,000  acres. 
Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes,  but  I  do  not  think  you  would  ever  get  the  full  allot¬ 
ment  grown  because  many  people  underplant  a  little  bit  to  play  safe 
and  some  overplant  a  little. 

Mr.  Wampler.  That  would  be  the  maximum  assuming  you  had  100 
percent  planted  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Which  is  highly  improbable. 

Mr.  Todd.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Under  this  proposed  legislation,  a  farmer  leases  his 
allotment  and  it  is  moved  to  another  farm,  that  is,  to  the  farm  of  a 
lease,  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  adjust  the  allotment  then  it  reverts 
back  to  the  farm  of  the  lessor  for  the  purpose  of  any  acreage  adjust¬ 
ment.  Is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes,  sir.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  basic  legislation  that 
you  are  amending  that  if  there  is  a  difference  of  more  than  10  percent 
in  the  yields  of  the  lessor/lessee  farm  you  will  adjust  for  it.  The 
thought  was  this — when  that  10  percent  was  put  in  there,  if  there 
is  no  more  than  10  percent  it  does  not  amount  to  very  much  and  it  is 
not  worth  the  paperwork  of  going  through  with  it. 

If  there  is  a  difference  of  more  than  10  percent  in  yields  between  the 
two  farms  there  is  an  adjustment  made  for  it. 

The  purpose  of  that  is  this — if  one  farm  has  a  1,000-pound  yield 
and  leases  his  allotment  to  a  farmer  who  gets  2,000  pounds  per  acre, 
you  get  too  much  tobacco  grown. 

Mr.  Wampler.  That  was  put  in  there  as  a  safeguard  to  keep  it  from 
getting  out  of  kilter,  so  to  speak. 

Mr.  Todd.  Yes. 
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Mr.  W  ampler.  If  there  is  any  adjustment  because  of  a  percentage 
cut,  would  that  go  back  to  the  farm  of  the  lessor  ? 

Mr.  Todd.  That  would  be  applied  to  the  parent  farm ;  yes. 

Mr.  II  T  ampler.  You  would  not  group  them  together?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Todd.  Not  under  present  legislation.  With  this  lease  we  figure 
the  allotment  on  the  parent  farm  where  it  belongs. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Todd. 

Any  others  who  would  like  to  be  heard  ? 

(No  response.) 

Mr.  Abbitt.  I  see  Mr.  Snodgrass  here.  We  appreciate  your  being 
here.  We  know  you  are  vitally  interested  in  the  tobacco  program. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRANK  B.  SNODGRASS,  VICE  PRESIDENT  AND 

MANAGING  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  BURLEY  AND  DARK  LEAF 

EXPORT  TOBACCO  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Snodgrass.  I  am  Frank  B.  Snodgrass,  vice  president  and  man¬ 
aging  director  of  the  Burley  and  Dark  Leaf  Tobacco  Export  Associa¬ 
tion. 

I  was  in  hopes  I  could  come  before  your  subcommittee  this  morning 
with  some  unanimity  of  thinking  within  my  group.  When  lease  and 
transfer  comes  up  it  seems  we  are  always  up  here  with  mixed  feelings 
in  the  group  I  represent.  Therefore  I  did  not  prepare  a  statement  for 
two  reasons — one,  I  could  not  get  together  the  various  forces  and  get 
unanimity  of  thinking ;  secondly,  time  did  not  permit  after  I  received 
the  notice. 

The  testimony  I  will  offer  would  be  my  personal  views.  Personally 
I  am  in  favor  of  the  enactment  of  the  legislation.  I  think  it  is  long  over¬ 
due  and  I  think  it  will  tend  to  give  some  economic  operation  to  some  of 
the  smaller  allotments. 

Unfortunately  everyone’s  thinking  is  not  along  that  line.  I  regret 
deeply  the  timing  in  considering  the  legislation  for  the  simple  reason 
that  we  are  presently  in  the  process  of  trying  to  get  some  of  the  groups 
together.  I  speak  of  east  Tennessee,  middle  Tennessee,  and  western 
Kentucky  where  some  deep  wounds  were  inflicted  during  the  recent 
acreage  poundage  vote.  We  were  in  hopes  that  growing  out  of  the 
thinking  in  the  various  areas  we  could  come  up  with  a  recommendation. 
Such  is  not  the  case. 

My  first  recommendation  to  you,  as  I  am  sure  in  your  wisdom  you 
will  consider,  is  that  this  legislation,  should  it  be  voted  out  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  that,  it  be  taken  up  only  on  the  consent  calendar  because  I  am 
very  fearful  of  amendments  to  terminate  the  price  support  on  tobacco. 

Secondly,  if  there  is  a  possibility  that  we  could  delay  it  until  the 
thinking  in  the  areas  of  Tennessee  and  western  Kentucky  could  come 
around  to  consideration  of  acreage  poundage  along  with  the  lease  and 
transfer,  it  might  give  us  possibility  for  a  compromise. 

I  received  only  this  week  a  letter  from  a  gentleman  in  Owensburg, 
Ivy.,  who  long  had  been  interested  in  the  tobacco  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  and  served  as  chairman  of  the  State  ASC  Committee  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  a  few  years  back.  With  your  permission  I  would  like  to  read  this 
because  it  expresses  the  sentiment  of  the  thinking  members  of  the  to¬ 
bacco  leadership  in  that  area. 

Dear  Frank  :  Your  last  summary  of  the  actions  of  Congress  relative  to  the 
allotments  and  price  supports  on  tobacco  which  I  received  June  5  does  not  sur- 
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prise  me  in  the  least.  We  continue  to  keep  our  head  buried  in  the  sand  and  refuse 
to  recognize  the  unreasonable  imbalance  between  production  and  consumption. 
The  producer  continues  to  ignore  the  warning  of  an  almost  unbelievable  pound¬ 
age  backlog. 

Frank,  up  to  the  last  few  years  acreage  allotments  with  penalties  attached 
for  over-planting  did  do  a  modestly  good  job,  hut  with  the  mounting  increase  in 
acreage  yields  the  producer  must  agree  to  a  drastic  change  in  the  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram,  namely,  per  farm  poundage  limitation  with  severe  penalties  for  excess 
poundage  sales.  We  can  no  longer  dally  with  the  Democratic  two-thirds  “yes” 
vote.  Democracy  is  fine  as  far  as  it  goes  but  with  price  support  being  what  it  is 
and  a  higher  and  higher  yield  per  acre  we  must  have,  and  I  say  must  have, 
poundage  limitations  per  producer.  I  can  see  no  other  alternative — either  that  or 
no  tobacco  program  at  all. 

Surely  there  should  he  enough  brains  in  the  vast  tobacco  growing  area  to  devise 
a  plan  that  is  acceptable  to  the  Congress  and  is  not  in  violation  of  our  constitu¬ 
tion  that  will  be  used  in  the  tobacco  areas  when  supplies  reach  a  specific 
level  automatically  placing  poundage  limitations  in  operation. 

He  goes  on  with  some  other  personal  remarks.  However,  the  con¬ 
sensus  of  the  tobacco  farm  leadership  thinking  in  the  areas  I  repre¬ 
sent  is  that  our  No.  1  problem  is  overproduction  and  limitation.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  even  though  our  exports  have  increased  in  the  last  10 
years,  about  doubling  what  they  were,  they  are  still  a  small  part  of  our 
production  and  it  still  remains  around  10  percent,  whereas  in  Flue- 
cured  and  in  the  dark  areas  it  runs  about  50  percent.  Our  domestic 
production  is  where  we  will  have  to  gear  production  of  our  leases. 
Production  is  not  going  up,  so  while  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  legislation  would  not  create  an  excessive  amount  of  over¬ 
production,  that  one  item  should  be  held  uppermost  in  your  minds. 

The  other  thing — in  creating  a  more  economic  unit,  until  such  time 
as  we  have  economic  machinery  lessening  the  cost  of  production  it  will 
not  work  to  the  advantage  of  the  producer.  The  larger  the  unit  with 
the  labor  laws  presently  being  considered  by  the  House  Labor  Com¬ 
mittee,  where  they  will  place  restrictions  on  farm  labor  in  excess  of 
300  man-hours  in  any  one  quarter,  the  more  it  will  work  to  the  disad¬ 
vantage  of  a  large  unit. 

While  I  endor  c-  personally  this  bill  I  cannot  endorse  this  legislation 
for  my  organization. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Frank,  we  very  much  appreciate  your  interest.  You 
have  always  been  most  helpful  to  us. 

I  am  grateful  and  I  know  the  other  members  of  the  committee  are 
grateful  for  your  appearance.  I  think  we  can  provide  an  opportunity 
for  your  people  to  get  together.  I  am  sure  members  of  this  committee 
will  not  want  a  bill  up  unless  there  is  as  much  agreement  as  possible. 

Questions  ? 

Mr.  Wampler.  I  want  to  commend  Mr.  Snodgrass.  He  is  a  very 
knowledgeable  man  in  the  problems  of  the  tobacco  industry.  I  value 
his  testimony  very  highly  and  I  appreciate  his  coming  in  this  morning. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  We  are  always  happy  to  have  Frank  Snodgrass 
with  us.  I  value  his  testimony. 

Mr.  Mizell.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina.  How  much,  if  any,  acreage  in  burlev 
was  unplanted  or  unused  last  year  ? 

Mr.  Snodgrass.  I  think  Mr.  Todd  reported  about  12,000  acres. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Mizell.  If  it  pleases  the  committee,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  the  telegrams  from  Mr.  B.  C.  Mangum,  head  of  the  Farm 
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Bureau  of  North  Carolina;  Mr.  Ray  Maines,  president  of  the  Alle¬ 
ghany  Farm  Bureau;  and  Mr.  Ira  Harmon,  inserted  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Without  objection  those  telegrams  will  be  placed  in 
the  record  at  this  point  along  with  a  letter  from  Mr.  J.  Paxton  Mar¬ 
shal],  extension  specialist  at  VPI  in  Blacksburg,  Va. 

[  Telegram  ] 

Raleigh,  N.C.,  July  21,  1910. 

Congressman  Wilmer  Mizell, 

House  of  Representatives,  Wasliingtori,  D.C.: 

Our  policy  developed  by  burley  tobacco  growers  in  North  Carolina :  “We  rec¬ 
ommend  that  burley  growers  be  permitted  to  lease  their  tobacco  allotments  and 
transfer  same  to  the  lessors  farm  within  the  county  and  lease  not  to  exceed  5 
years.”  I  urge  passage  of  this  legislation. 

B.  C.  Mangum, 

President,  North  Carolina  Farm  Bureau. 


[Telegram] 

Elkin,  N.C.,  July  28,  1910. 

Congressman  Wilmer  D.  Mizell, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  support  lease  and  transfer  of  burley  tobacco  with  said  counties. 

Ray  Maines, 

President,  Alleghany  Farm  Bureau,  Sparta,  N.C. 


[Telegram] 


Sugar  Grove,  N.C.,  July  21,  1910. 

Congressman  Wilmer  Mizell, 

Washington,  D.C.: 


I  would  appreciate  very  much  if  you  would  vote  in  favor  of  leasing  and 
transferring  of  burley  tobacco  allotments. 


Ira  Harmon. 


Blacksburg,  Va.,  July  28,  1910. 

Hon.  Watt  Abbitt, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Abbitt  :  In  accord,  with  our  telephone  conversation  of 
Friday,  July  24,  a  statement  on  H.  R.  17945,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  lease  and 
transfer  of  burley  tobacco  acreage  allotments  follows. 

In  summary,  H.R.  17945  would 

(a)  Remove  the  present  prohibition  against  leasing  burley  allotments: 

(b)  Allow  only  burley  allotment  owners  to  lease-in  burley  allotments 
within  the  same  county,  and  after  approval  by  the  county  Agricultural 
and  Stabilization  Committee  and  in  accord  with  prescribed  regulations ; 

(c)  Allow  leases  for  a  maximum  of  five  crop  years,  with  a  maximum  of 
10  acres  leased-in  by  any  allotment  owner; 

(d)  Require  any  leased-out  allotment  to  be  adjusted  should  the  normal 
yield  on  the  farm  to  which  it  is  transferred  exceed  by  10%  the  normal  yield 
on  the  farm  from  which  it  is  transferred;  and, 

(c)  Consider  any  leased-out  allotment  as  having  been  produced  on  the 
farm  from  which  the  allotment  is  transferred,  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
tecting  future  allotment  and  referendum  voting  rights. 

Surely,  H.R.  17954  is  a  move  in  the  direction  of  achieving  a  desirable  objective ; 
namely,  it  would  improve  the  economic  efficiency  of  burley  production  by  allow¬ 
ing  allotments  to  be  leased-in  by  any  allotment  owner  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
10  acres  of  allotment  leased-in. 

Improving  economic  efficiency  is  only  one  objective  to  consider,  however,  when 
changes  in  the  burley  tobacco  control  program  are  discussed. 

A  change  in  the  program  is  needed  that  will  move  toward  correcting  the 
supply-disappearance  imbalance.  At  present  the  imbalance  is  clearly  toward  the 
supply  side. 
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Only  to  the  extent  that  growers  might  transfer  their  allotment  by  lease  to 
a  farm  for  which  the  normal  yield  is  10%  less  than  the  normal  yield  on  the 
farm  from  which  the  lease  is  transferred  will  H.R.  17945  contribute  toward  the 
objective  of  correcting  the  supply  imbalance.  It  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that 
farmers  will  avoid  leasing-out  allotments  under  conditions  that  will  cause  an 
adjustment  in  allotment  size  to  occur.  Consequently,  one  may  reasonably  con¬ 
clude  that  H.R.  17945  will  make  no.  or  the  equivalent  of  no,  contribution  toward 
correcting  the  supply  imbalance. 

Achieving  the  objective  of  economic  efficiency  is  not  incompatible  with  the 
objective  of  correcting  the  supply  imbalance,  and  at  least  one  alternative  ex¬ 
ists  to  allow  this  to  he  accomplished  by  a  voluntary  decision  on  the  part  of 
the  allotment  owner,  while  simultaneously  retaining  referendum  voting  rights. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  Committee  consider  altering  H.R.  17945  so  that  any 
hurley  allotment  leased-out  would  thereafter  be  subject  to  all  future  decreases 
or  increases  in  the  national  quotas  as  translated  into  allotments.  By  altering 
the  proposed  hill  as  suggested,  allotments  of  0.5  acre  or  less  that  were  once 
leased-out  would  thereafter  carry  their  proportionate  share  of  the  burden  in 
achieving  the  objective  of  correcting  the  supply  imbalance.  Yet  this  would 
only  apply  to  those  allotments  that  owners  decide  to  lease-out,  and  would  in 
no  way  jeopardize  their  future  allotments  or  referendum  voting  rights.  Be¬ 
cause  allotments  of  more  than  0.5  acre  are  presently,  and  would  continue  to  be, 
subject  to  future  increases  or  decreases  resulting  from  changes  in  the  national 
quota,  this  suggested  alternative  would  apply  for  practical  purposes  to  allot¬ 
ments  of  0.5  acre  or  less,  or  to  allotments  that  might  at  some  future  time  be 
decreased  to  the  0.5  acre  level. 

By  altering  H.R.  17945  as  suggested,  simultaneous  movement  toward  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  economic  efficiency  and  the  objective  of  correcting  the  supply  im¬ 
balance  can  be  achieved. 

How  owners  of  allotments  of  0.5  acre  or  less  will  react  to  such  a  provision 
as  suggested  can  only  be  determined  by  a  test,  but  it  is  appropriate  to  consider 
the  potential  effects  on  supply. 

Had  the  proposal  of  H.  R.  17945  and  the  suggested  alternative  been  in  effect 
prior  to  the  10  percent  decrease  applied  to  the  1970  hurley  crop  the  additional 
reduction  in  acreage  could  have  ranged,  depending  on  the  assumptions  one  makes 
from  0  (zero)  to  6,140  acres.  Of  course,  the  0  (zero)  level  assumes  no  0.5  acre 
allotment  would  be  leased-out,  while  the  6,140  acres  assumes  all  allotments  of 
0.5  acre  or  less  would  be  leased-out.  (There  were  about  61,400  acres  allotted 
in  the  0.5  acre  or  less  category  on  156,791  farms  before  the  1970  adjustment.  At¬ 
tached  Table  1  shows  the  details. ) 

One-third  of  the  acreage  allotted  may  reasonably  he  expected  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  by  leasing-out,  if  the  experience  in  the  leasing  of  flue-cured  tobacco  can 
be  used  as  a  guide.  This  means  that  an  estimated  2,046  more  acres  would  have 
been  removed  from  production  by  the  1970  adjustment  of  10  percent.  The  con¬ 
tribution  to  achieving  the  objective  of  correcting  the  supply  imbalance  using  the 
1969  average  yield,  would  have  been  4,898,000  pounds  or  about  83/100  of  1.0 
percent  of  burley  production  in  1969.  This  additional  contribution  to  supply 
control  may  be  possible  by  voluntary  decision  of  allotment  owners. 

In  addition,  to  the  above  central  suggestion  of  this  statement,  it  is  also  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  Committee  consider  favorably  allotment  sale  as  well  as  allot¬ 
ment  leasing,  and  that  both  sale  and  lease  apply  statewide  and  not  just  within 
counties. 

The  Committee  can  make  a  significant  move  that  is  complementary  to  the 
Family  Assistance  Act  of  1970,  which  already  passed  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  by  endorsing  the  lease  and  sale  of  burley  allotments  and  by  requiring  all 
allotments  so  transferred  to  become  subject  to  future  decreases  or  increases  in 
quota  adjustments. 

Respectfully, 


J.  Paxton  Marshall, 
Extension  Specialist,  Public  Policy. 
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TABLE  1.— ESTIMATED  CONTRIBUTION  TO  1970  SUPPLY  CONTROL,  IF  ONE-THIRD  OF  ALLOTMENTS  OF  0.5  ACRE 
OR  LESS  WERE  LEASED  OUT  AND  VOLUNTARILY  SUBJECTED  TO  A  10-PERCENT  ACREAGE  DECREASE,  BY  STATE 
AND  TOTAL,  BASED  ON  1968  ALLOTMENT  NUMBERS, I  1969  AVERAGE  YIELD 


Decrease 

Allotments  0.5  acre  or  less  Acreage  if  assume  Estimated 


-  leased  out  leased  out  State  (ASCS)  contribution 

Number  Acreage  assume  cut  10  average  yield  to  1970 

State  of  farms  allotted  one-third  percent  1969  supply  control 


Alabama _ 17  6.75  2.25  0.22  1.776  390 

Arkansas .  36  17.55  5.85  .58  1,220  707 

Georgia _ 164  57.20  19.07  1.90  2,710  5,150 

Illinois. . 4  1.50  .50  .05  1,798  90 

Indiana _  5,763  2,341.72  780.50  78.05  2,476  193,250 

Kansas _ 10  5.00  1.66  .17  1,995  340 

Kentucky _  57,178  22,428.64  7,476.21  747.62  2,622  1,960,260 

Missouri _  458  201,64  67.21  6.72  2,419  16,255 

North  Carolina _  13,526  5,073.22  1,691.07  169.10  2,584  436,955 

Ohio _  5,657  2,303.66  767.88  76.78  2,569  197,250 

South  Carolina _  5  2.34  .78  .08  _ 

Tennessee _  _  59,629  23,262.49  7,754.16  775.42  2,097  1,626,055 

Virginia _  11,170  4,360.56  1,453.52  145.35  2,622  380,055 

West  Virginia _  3,173  1,337.47  445.82  44.58  1,839  81,982 


Total... .  156,790  61,399.74  20,466.58  2,046.65  _  4,898,739 


i  Number  of  farms  and  acreage  allotted  data  from  Distribution  of  1968  Tobacco  Acreage  Allotments  by  Size  Groups 
U.S.D.A,  A.S.C.S.,  P.P.A.,  (August  1968). 

Mr.  Abbitt.  We  also  have  Mr.  Louis  Ison  from  Kentucky. 

Would  you  like  to  be  heard  at  this  time?  Mr.  Ison  is  president  of 
the  Kentucky  Farm  Bureau.  We  are  very  pleased  to  have  you  here. 
You  have  always  been  most  interested  in  tobacco  programs  and  we 
will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 


STATEMENT  OF  LOUIS  ISON,  PRESIDENT,  KENTUCKY  FARM 

BUREAU 

Mr.  Ison.  Thank  you,  gentlemen.  I  just  took  the  opportunity  to  visit 
the  hearing  inasmuch  as  I  was  in  Washington  for  a  day  or  two.  It  was 
not  my  intention  really  to  testify.  However,  with  this  opportunity  you 
extend  to  me  I  just  wish  to  make  the  position  of  the  Kentucky  Farm 
Bureau  clear  in  this  matter. 

Not  having  had  the  opportunity  to  hear  the  other  testimony,  I  would 
say  this — that  we  in  Kentucky  certainly  would  concur  with  Mr.  Snod¬ 
grass  in  the  fact  that  rising  labor  costs  are  certainly  something  of  real 
consideration,  and  because  of  continued  reduction  in  acreage  it  makes 
each  allotment  more  or  less  important  and  imperative  that  we  have 
economic  units. 

However,  we  are  deeply  concerned  over  one  matter  which  as  long  as 
we  are  under  the  present  program  we  would  be  opposed  to  leasing  of 
allotments  because  of  the  minimum  provision. 

I  believe  if  we  continue  under  this  present  program  and  continue  to 
increase  yields  that  future  reductions  will  be  forthcoming. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  those  leased  acreages  would  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  future  cuts.  If  there  could  be  some  way  devised  where  these 
leased  acreages  in  the  future  could  be  reduced  along  with  the  general 
reduction  I  think  we  would  look  with  favor  on  such  a  proposal. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  You  are  talking  about  the  five-tenths  acre  allotment  ? 

Mr.  Ison.  Yes  ,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Questions? 

Mr.  Wampler.  Are  you  a  tobacco  grower  yourself? 
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Mr.  Ison.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wampler.  You  grow  burley  tobacco  ? 

Mr.  Ison.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wampler.  How  much  per  acre  ? 

Mr.  Ison.  6.62  acres;  6.62  acres.  Starting  out  in  the  program  in  its 
initial  phases  I  had  31  acres. 

Mr.  Wampler.  What  county  ? 

Mr.  Ison.  Mercer  County,  Harrisburgh. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Would  you  say  your  allotment  is  typical  of  your 
area?  Are  you  a  large  grower;  medium ;  small ? 

Mr.  Ison.  Medium  to  larger.  In  percentage  I  have  155  acres  of  crop¬ 
land,  which  in  effect  is  a  small  allotment. 

Mr.  Wampler.  In  relation  to  the  total  acreage  ? 

Mr.  Ison.  Y  es. 

Mr.  Wampler.  What  is  the  average  allotment  for  the  State  of  Ken¬ 
tucky  ?  Do  you  recall  ? 

Mr.  Ison.  Around  an  acre. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Mr.  Snyder  has  raised  important  questions  in  his 
testimony.  The  whole  burley  industry  will  have  to  face  this  question 
of  overproduction. 

Mr.  Ison.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wampler.  My  hope  would  be  that,  in  the  not  too  distant  future, 
everyone  concerned  can  sit  down  and  take  another  hard  look  at  this. 
As  you  know,  it  twice  has  been  rejected  in  referendum.  The  law  pro¬ 
vides  there  must  be  a  two-thirds  affirmative  vote  before  it  has  the  effect 
of  law. 

It  seems  to  me  that  proposals  to  increase  burley  allotments  will  not 
significantly  increase  production  because  I  think  the  Department  has 
testified  that  some  95  percent  of  our  allotments  already  are  being 
produced.  It  is  a  question  of  whether  one  man  will  have  to  go  to  three 
or  four  locations  or  bring  them  together  to  have  a  more  economic  unit. 

In  my  area,  since  we  have  allotments  which  average  just  a  little  over 
a  half  acre,  a  lot  of  people  stay  in  the  tobacco  program  but  will  be 
forced  out  unless  we  do  something  along  this  line. 

I  am  aware  of  your  feeling  and  the  feeling  of  the  growers  in  Ken¬ 
tucky.  but  still  I  feel  a  strong  moral  obligation  to  support  the  view¬ 
point  of  the  growers  of  my  area  and  to  keep  our  tobacco  moving  to 
help  the  small  farmers. 

Mr.  Ison.  I  think  it  is  imperative  that  we  have  some  changes  in  our 
burley  tobacco  program  in  order  to  preserve  the  program. 

Mr.  Mizell.  Mr.  Ison,  I  understood  your  position  was  that  you  rec¬ 
ognize  the  need  for  moving  to  more  economically  feasible  units. 

Mr-  Ison.  That  was  my  personal  observation. 

Mr.  Mizell.  Along  with  some  other  changes  that  you  would  like  to 
see.  While  we  are  waiting  not  only  for  our  burley  producers  but  also 
for  the  changes  to  be  made  in  legislation,  could  you  agree  that  this  is 
at  least  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  permitting  small  producers  to 
develop  more  economic  units  in  production  ? 

Mr.  Ison.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mizell.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Ison.  I  thought  I  understood  your 
position. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  have  no  questions. 
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Mr.  Abbitt.  We  thank  you  for  your  attendance  and  we  particularly 
appreciate  your  coming  by  to  visit  with  us. 

Mr.  Ison.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  We  will  try  to  do  our  best  to  get  something  worthwhile. 

Mr.  Ison.  We  have  had  many  meetings  in  Kentucky  this  spring  and 
we  are  having  continued  meetings  to  try  to  explore  possibilities  for 
changes  primarily  in  order  that  we  might  preserve  our  tobacco 
program. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Any  other  witnesses  ? 

Mr.  T  odd.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  these  gentlemen  indicated,  we  have  a 
surplus  problem  on  burley  tobacco.  Would  you  like  me  to  insert  in  the 
record  a  statement  on  the  present  burley  supply  and  demand  situation  ? 

Mr.  Abbitt.  It  would  be  fine.  Without  objection  we  will  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent. 


BURLEY  TOBACCO  SUPPLY  AND  DEMAND 

Following  successive  reductions  in  burley  tobacco  farm  acreage  allotments 
in  1964,  1965  and  1966,  production  was  below  disappearance  the  past  four  years. 
As  a  result,  burley  supplies,  which  were  at  an  all-time-high  of  2,032  million 
pounds  during  the  1964r-65  marketing  year,  were  reduced  145  million  pounds, 
about  7  percent. 

During  the  current  marketing  year,  the  trend  has  been  reversed.  The  total 
supply  is  now  1,907  million  pounds,  20  million  pounds  above  a  year  ago.  This 
was  brought  about  by  two  things.  First,  production  increased,  because  of  an 
all-time-high  yield  of  2,488  pounds  per  acre  in  1969.  This  was  an  increase  of  244 
pounds  per  acre,  or  11  percent,  over  the  1964-68  average. 

The  second  factor,  domestic  use  dropped  30  million  pounds  during  the  196S-69 
marketing  year.  On  the  basis  of  projections  from  the  April  1  stocks  it  now 
appears  that  domestic  use  during  the  current  marketing  year  will  likely  show  a 
further  decline. 

Cigarette  production  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30  is  estimated  at 
557  billion,  about  three  percent  below  last  year’s  record  high. 

Burley  exports  gained  some  last  year — -and  some  further  increase  appears 
likely  this  year.  However,  the  increase  in  exports  is  not  expected  to  match  the 
decrease  in  domestic  use  during  the  past  two  years. 

The  1969  crop,  which  turned  out  to  he  591  million  pounds,  is  likely  to  be  20-30 
million  pounds  more  than  disappearance  during  the  current  marketing  year. 
Thus,  we  will  likely  move  into  the  new  marketing  year  (October  1)  with  a  larger 
carryover  than  a  year  earlier. 

The  1969  crop  averaged  69.6  cents  per  pound,  down  4.1  cents  per  pound  from 
the  previous  year.  Twenty-seven  percent  of  the  1969  crop  moved  under  Govern¬ 
ment  loan,  compared  with  10  percent  of  the  1968  crop.  Government  loan  hold¬ 
ings  of  burley  on  July  1,  1970  were  472  million  pounds,  farm-weight  basis,  about 
a  third  higher  than  a  year  earlier. 

In  an  effort,  to  bring  about  a  better  balance  between  supply  and  demand,  farm 
acreage  allotments  were  reduced  10  percent  in  1970.  However,  since  the  law 
protects  allotments  of  one-half  an  acre  or  less  against  reduction,  the  total  allotted 
acreage  was  reduced  only  7%  percent  in  1970. 

Mr.  Todd.  We  have  also  just  gotten  from  our  computer,  we  have 
these  allotments  oil  computer,  a  summary  of  the  allotments  for  this 
year  by  size  groups  on  burley.  We  have  just  gotten  it  in  in  the  last 
couple  of  days.  We  have  not  finished  checking  it  out.  Can  that  be 
inserted  ? 

Mr.  Abbitt.  We  would  be  glad  to  have  it. 

Mr.  Todd.  Average  burley  allotment  is  eighty-one  one-hundredths 
of  an  acre.  This  would  give  the  breakdown  by  size  groups. 
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(Tlie  size  group  breakdown  is  contained  in  the  following  table:) 


NUMBER  OF  BURLEY  TOBACCO  ALLOTMENTS,  BY  SIZE  GROUPS  AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTED,  1970 


Number  of 
allotments 

From— 

To— 

Acreage 

allotted 

Number  of 
allotments 

From — 

To- 

Acreage 

allotted 

9, 194 

0.01 

0. 10 

612.  09 

3,969 

3.01 

4.  00 

13,623. 11 

16,750 

.  11 

.20 

2, 524.  64 

2,  033 

4.01 

5.  00 

9,  028. 94 

17,901 

.21 

.30 

4,454.  12 

979 

5.01 

6.  00 

5, 358. 64 

18,812 

.31 

.40 

6,604.70 

619 

6.01 

7.00 

3,999.62 

106, 132 

.41 

.50 

52, 101.  20 

387 

7.01 

8.  00 

2, 896.91 

15,778 

.51 

.60 

8,  705.  56 

286 

8.01 

9.  00 

2,418.77 

12,  549 

.61 

.70 

8, 197.  28 

185 

9.01 

10.  00 

1,757.  83 

11,270 

.71 

.80 

8,  498.  05 

528 

10.01 

20.  00 

6,872.  06 

12.940 

.81 

.90 

11,125.  25 

100 

20.01 

50.  00 

2,  742.  82 

8. 192 

.91 

1.00 

7,835. 48 

13 

50.01 

100.  00 

906.  9C 

33,  550 

1.01 

2.  00 

46,718.  53 

Over 

100.  00 

0 

9,898 

2.01 

3.  00 

23,946.  96 

1  282,115 

i  230, 947. 46 

i  U.S.  total. 

Note:  Average  acreage  per  farm,  0.82  acre.  A  total  of  168,839  farms  (59.8  percent  of  the  total)  have  allotments  of  y2 
acre  or  less.  The  acreage  allotted  to  these  farms  is  66,297  acres,  28.7  percent  of  the  total  allotted  acreage. 


Mr.  Abbitt.  Any  other  statements? 

(No  response.) 

Mr.  Abbitt.  If  there  are  no  further  statements  we  will  ask  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  go  into  executive  session. 

If  there  are  any  other  communications  to  be  presented  for  the  rec¬ 
ord  they  may  be  inserted  at  this  point. 

(Whereupon,  at  11  a.m.  the  hearing  was  adjourned.) 


TRANSFER  OF  PEANUT  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  16,  1970 

House  of  Representatives, 

Oilseeds  and  Rice  Subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington ,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.  in  room  1302,  Long-worth  House 
Office  Building,  the  Honorable  Maston  O’Neal  (chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee)  presiding. 

Members  present:  Representatives  O'Neal,  Burlison,  Wampler, 
Myers,  and  Mizell. 

Also  present  :  John  A.  Knebel,  assistant  counsel,  and  Miss  Betty 
Prezioso,  stall'  assistant. 

(H.R.  17186,  the  text  of  which  follows,  was  introduced  by  Mr. 
Abbitt,  and  is  similar  to  H.R.  17581  and  H.R.  17582,  both  introduced 
by  Mr.  O'Neal;  H.R.  17637,  introduced  by  Mr.  Fuqua;  and  H.R.  19115 
and  H.R.  19116,  both  introduced  by  Mr.  Andrews  of  Alabama.  The 
departmental  report  on  H.R.  17186,  also  follows:) 

[H.R.  17186,  91st  Cong.,  second  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  to  make  permanent  certain 
provisions  thereunder,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  Tlmt  section  358a  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows : 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  thereof  is  amended  by  deleting  “,  1969,  and  1970”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “and  succeeding”  ;  and 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  (2)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  no  transfer  except  a  temporary  transfer  for  one  year  only  of  an 
allotment  from  a  farm  subject  to  a  mortgage  or  other  lien  shall  be  permitted 
unless  the  transfer  is  agreed  to  by  the  lienholders 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington.  D.C.,  September  3,  1970. 

Hon.  W.  R.  Poage, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  requests  of  April  28  for  a  report 
on  H.R.  17186  and  of  May  21  for  a  report  on  H.R,  17582,  both  of  which  bills 
would  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  with  respect  to  transfers 
of  peanut  allotments. 

H.R.  17186  would  make  two  amendments  to  section  358a  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  First,  it  would  provide  authority  for  trans¬ 
fers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  applicable  to  the  1971  and  succeeding  crops. 
Without  new  legislation  this  provision  of  the  Act  will  become  inapplicable  with 
such  crops.  Second,  it  would  amend  subsection  (h)(2)  of  said  section  35Sa  so 
as  to  eliminate  the  requirement  of  consent  by  lien  holders  in  case  of  temporary 
transfers  by  lease  or  by  owner  for  a  one-year  term  only.  H.R.  17582  would  pro- 
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vide  for  the  first  amendment  only ;  namely  to  provide  authority  for  transfers 
of  peanut  acreage  allotments  applicable  to  the  1971  and  succeeding  crops. 

The  Department  recommends  enactment  of  II. R.  17186  with  one  change  and 
two  additional  provisions  as  follows  : 

First,  we  recommend  that  the  bill  be  changed  to  provide  a  three-year  extension 
through  the  1973  crop  year.  A  three-year  extension  would  give  us  an  opportunity 
to  periodically  review  the  effectiveness  of  the  transfer  authority. 

Second,  we  recommend  that  subsection  (b)  (5)  of  said  section  358a  be  amended 
by  deleting  the  first  proviso  thereof,  effective  for  the  1971  and  succeeding  crops. 
This  would  eliminate  the  productivity  adjustment  requirement  now  applicable  in 
case  a  receiving  farm  not  under  irrigation  is  placed  under  irrigation  within  a 
five-year  period.  The  effect  of  this  revision  would  be  to  eliminate  the  requirement 
for  transfers  effective  with  the  1971  crop  and  with  respect  to  transfers  approved 
in  1968-69-70  for  the  remaining  balance  of  their  respective  five-year  periods. 

The  provision  as  set  forth  in  existing  law  is  very  difficult  to  administer  and 
leads  to  inequities  among  peanut  farms. 

Third,  we  recommend  that  the  provision  of  359  (c)  of  the  Act  concerning  ex¬ 
clusions  from  the  term  “peanuts”  for  purposes  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  be  made  permanent.  This  is  the  “boiled  peanuts”  pro¬ 
vision  which  has  been  extended  annually  for  several  years.  Without  new  legisla¬ 
tion  this  provision  of  the  Act  will  become,  inapplicable  beginning  with  the  1971 
crop.  We  suggest  that  the  last  paragraph  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend 
the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938.  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes”  approved  on  August  13,  1957  (  7  U.S.C. 
1359  note)  be  amended  to  read  “This  amendment  shall  be  effective  for  the  1957 
and  succeeding  crops  of  peanuts.” 

Gree.n  peanuts  marketed  for  boiling  purposes  do  not  compete  with  dry  peanuts 
which  move  in  regular  commercial  channels.  Since  the  first  exemption  enactment 
in  1957  it  has  proven  successful.  Making  permanent  the  exemption  in  the  Act 
will  in  no  way  interfere  with  the  operation  of  the  current  peanut  marketing 
quota  and  price  support  programs. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administration’s 
program. 

Sincerely, 


J.  Phil  Campbell, 

Acting  Secretary. 


Mr.  O'Neal.  The  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  will  please  come  to  order. 

We  meet  this  morning  to  receive  testimony  concerning  H.R.  17186, 
H.R.  17581,  H.R.  17582,  H.R,  17637,  H.R,  19115,  and  H.R.  19116. 

These  bills  have  been  introduced  by  our  colleague  of  this  commit¬ 
tee,  Mr.  Abbitt,  as  well  as  Mr.  Fuqua,  of  Florida,  and  Mr.  Andrews 
of  Alabama  and  myself.  These  bills  have  to  do  with  the  transfer  of 
peanut  allotments. 

The  law  with  respect  to  the  transfer  of  peanut  allotments  was  origi¬ 
nally  passed  a  few  years  ago  and  has  been  extended.  The  present  con¬ 
sideration  is  whether  or  not  it  shall  be  extended  again ;  and,  if  so,  for 
how  long  and  whether  or  not  changes  are  to  be  made. 

Our  first  witness  this  morning  will  be  Mr.  Reed  A.  Phillips,  Di¬ 
rector,  Commodity  Programs  Division,  ASCS,  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. 


He  is  accompanied  by  Mr.  John  L.  Hoover,  Assistant  to  the  Deputy 
Administrator  for  State  and  County  Operations,  ASCS. 

Please  come  forward,  gentlemen.  We  are  delighted  to  have  you  here 
and  we  will  be  pleased  to  hear  the  position  of  the  Department  with 
respect  to  these  bills. 
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STATEMENT  OF  REED  A.  PHILLIPS,  DIRECTOR.  COMMODITY 

PROGRAMS  DIVISION,  ASCS;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  JOHN  L.  HOOVER, 

ASSISTANT  TO  THE  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  STATE  AND 

COUNTY  OPERATIONS,  ASCS,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Phillips.  Tliank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Reed  A.  Phillips, 
Director,  Commodity  Programs  Division,  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

I  am  glad  to  appear  before  the  committee  to  present  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  views  with  respect  to  two  bills,  H.R.  17186  and  H.R.  17582. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  these  bills  and  the  Department’s 
recommendations. 

H.R.  17186  would  make  two  amendments  to  section  358a  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  First,  it  would 
continue  the  authority  for  transfers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  for 
the  1971  and  succeeding  crops.  Without  new  legislation  this  provision 
of  the  act  will  expire  after  the  current  crop  year.  Second,  it  would 
amend  subsection  (b)  (2)  of  section  358a  so  as  to  eliminate  the  require¬ 
ment  of  consent  by  lienholders  in  case  of  temporary  transfers  by  lease 
or  by  owner  for  a  1-year  term  only.  H.R.  17582  would  extend  the 
authority  for  transfers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  for  the  1971  and 
succeeding  crops. 

On  September  3,  1970  the  Department  recommended  enactment  of 
H.R.  17186  with  two  changes  and  one  additional  provision. 

First,  the  Department  recommended  in  a  letter  to  the  chairman, 
Committee  on  Agriculture  that  the  bill  be  changed  to  provide  for  a 
3-year  extension  of  the  transfer  authority  through  the  1973  crop 
year.  A  3-year  extension  would  give  the  Department  the  opportunity 
to  periodically  review  the  effectiveness  of  the  transfer  authority.  It 
would  also  coincide  with  the  farm  bill  recently  passed  by  the  House. 

Second,  the  Department  recommended  that  subsection  (b)  (5)  of 
section  358a  be  amended  by  deleting  the  first  proviso  effective  for  the 
1971  and  succeeding  crops.  This  proviso  states  that : 

In  the  event  an  allotment  is  transferred  to  a  farm  which  at  the  time  of  such 
transfer  is  not  irrigated,  but  within  five  years  subsequent  to  such  transfer  is 
placed  under  irrigation,  the  Secretary  shall  also  make  an  annual  downward 
adjustment  in  the  allotment  so  transferred  by  multiplying  the  normal  yield 
established  for  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  is  transferred  by  the  acreage 
being  transferred  and  dividing  the  result  by  the  actual  yield  for  the  previous 
year,  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  on  the  farm  to  which  the  allot¬ 
ment  is  transferred. 

This  deletion  would  eliminate  the  productivity  adjustment  require¬ 
ment  now  applicable  in  case  a  receiving  farm  not  under  irrigation  is 
placed  under  irrigation  within  a  5-year  period.  The  effect  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  would  be  to  eliminate  the  requirement  for  transfers  effective 
with  the  1971  crop  and  with  transfers  approved  in  1968-60-70  for  the 
remaining  balance  of  their  respective  5-year  period.  The  provision  as 
set  forth  in  existing  law  is  very  difficult  to  administer  because  our 
country  offices  must  follow  up  on  all  permanent  transfers  for  5  years 
and  temporary  transfers  which  are  still  in  effect,  up  to  5  years,  if  there 
has  been  no  irrigation  on  the  receiving  farm.  This  becomes  ever  more 
difficult  since  normal  yields  are  used  for  regular  productivity  adjust¬ 
ments  and  actual  yields  for  irrigation  adjustments  and  different  type 
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transfers  may  be  made  to  the  same  farm  in  different  years.  The  man¬ 
hours  and  paperwork  involved  increase  our  program  costs.  Peanuts  are 
the  only  commodity  that  has  required  an  irrigation  adjustment 
although  other  commodities  have  transfers. 

The  Department  has  also  recommended  that  the  provision  of  359(c) 
of  the  act  concerning  exclusions  from  the  term  “peanuts”  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  be 
made  permanent.  This  is  the  “boiled  peanuts”  provision  which  has 
been  extended  periodically  for  several  years.  Without  new  legislation 
this  provision  of  the  act  will  expire  with  the  current  crop  year  and 
“boiled  peanuts”  will  be  under  marketing  quotas. 

Green  peanuts  marketed  for  boiling  purposes  do  not  compete  with 
dry  peanuts  which  move  into  regular  commercial  channels.  This  pro¬ 
vision  has  not  been  extensively  used.  Since  1964,  the  acreage  for  boiled 
peanuts  has  varied  from  1,894  acres  to  3,160  acres.  Since  the  first  ex¬ 
emption  enactment  in  1957  it  has  proven  successful.  Making  permanent 
the  exemption  in  the  act  will  in  no  way  interfere  with  the  operations  g 
of  the  current  peanut  marketing  quota  and  price  support  programs.  M 
For  these  reasons,  the  Department  recommends  the  enactment  of  this 
provision  on  a  permanent  basis.  However,  the  current  farm  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  provided  for  the  exemption  of  boiled  peanuts 
from  marketing  quotas  for  a  3-year  period. 

We  believe  that  enactment  of  H.R.  17186  with  the  recommended 
changes  will  enable  many  producers  to  grow  peanuts  on  a  sound  eco¬ 
nomic  basis.  It  would  permit  flexibility  in  farming  operations  for  those 
producers  with  land  available  for  the  production  of  additional  peanut 
acreage.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  transfer  authority  will  substan¬ 
tially  increase  the  number  of  allotment  acres  harvested. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before 
this  committee.  I  shall  be  glad  to  respond  to  any  questions.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Phillips.  First  of  all,  I  think  I  should 
say  that  I  do  not  believe  we  are  concerned  with  the  boiled  peanuts  pro¬ 
vision  in  this  legislation.  As  you  pointed  out  an  extension  already  has 
been  passed  by  the  House. 

Mr.  Phillips.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  I  believe  it  also  passed  the  Senate  yesterday.  The  ques¬ 
tion  involved  may  be  one  of  whether  it  is  extended  for  3  years  or  made  M 
permanent.  ™ 

I  am  glad  to  hear  you  say  it  should  be  made  permanent.  I  think 
this  has  been  given  a  fair  trial.  Nobody  on  earth  that  I  know  of  op¬ 
poses  it.  Perhaps  we  should  just  make  it  permanent  and  get  rid  of  the 
question  so  far  as  Congress  is  concerned. 

However,  that  will  be  in  other  legislation  and  it  will  not  be  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  problem  we  are  dealing  with  now. 

As  I  understand  your  testimony  representing  the  Department,  you 
do  approve  an  extension  of  the  authority  to  transfer  peanut  allot¬ 
ments  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  You  do  not  approve  of  a  jiermanent  extension.  Your 
position  at  this  time  is  that  it  should  be  a  3-year  extension  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  I  believe  a  moment  ago — I  was  not  sure  how  long  it 
had  been  in  effect — as  I  recall  better  now  it  has  been  in  effect  3  years. 
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Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  You  recommend  another  3  years. 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  You  have  not  had  any  opposition  to  it  anywhere,  have 
you  ? 

Mr.  PuiLLirs.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  I  mean  geographically  speaking  or  within  the  peanut 
world— by  shellers,  producers,  warehousemen  or  anybody.  You  have 
had  no  objection  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  It  has  been  well  accepted.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  But  you  still  think  to  be  cautious  it  might  be  better  to 
extend  it  for  3  years  rather  than  making  it  permanent  at  this  time? 

Mr.  Phillips.  This  is  what  we  would  recommend. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  The  next  question  we  come  to  is  whether  or  not  we 
should  eliminate  the  requirement  of  consent  by  the  lienholders  in  case 
of  temporary  transfers  for  1  year  only  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  What  is  your  reason  for  suggesting  this  ?  It  came  some¬ 
what  as  a  surprise  to  me  when  1  first  heard  this  was  the  Department’s 
position.  Would  you  tell  us  a  little  more  about  why  you  suggest  this? 

Mr.  Phillips.  On  a  1-year  lease  the  time  is  so  short,  anyway,  and 
you  can  go  after  a  lienholder’s  release  but  the  lienholder  is  chiefly 
protected  anyway  on  a  1-year  lease  without  having  to  get  a  specific 
release  from  him. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  I  don't  know  that  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Phillips.  The  lease  is  good  for  only  1  year.  Then  the  control 
goes  back  to  the  owner. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  You  mean  most  liens  are  for  1  year  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  We  are  recommending  that  the  release  from  the  lien¬ 
holder  would  be  only  on  these  temporary  leases. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  What  would  keep  somebody  from  transferring  it  1 
year  at  a  time  and  theoretically  eventually  beat  the  lienholder?  If  you 
just  kept  doing  it  year  after  year  and  year  after  year— — 

Mr.  P  hillips.  That  could  be  possible,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Is  there  any  real  problem  insofar  as  the  Department 
is  concerned  with  requiring  the  transferor  to  get  permission  of  the 
lienholder  ?  It  would  be  a  simple  matter. 

Mr.  Myers.  What  is  lienholder  ?  You  mean  real  estate  ? 

Mr.  O’Neal.  The  bank. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  are  not  talking  about  chattel  but  real  ? 

Mr.  O'Neal.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  P  hillips.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Myers.  May  I  ask  you  a  question  ? 

Mr.  O’Neal.  All  right, 

Mr.  Myers.  Is  there  anything  now  regulating  the  lienholder  now 
as  to  what  is  planted?  The  farmer  wouldn’t  have  to  plant  anything 
on  it.  Is  there  any  reason  for  this  ? 

Mr.  O’Neal.  The  peanut  allotment  is  regarded  as  an  asset  to  the 
farm.  With  a  peanut  allotment  the  land  is  worth  more.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Yes. 

Mr.  Myers.  Peanut  allotment  is  a  personal  property. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  As  I  understand  the  problem,  on  occasion  the  lienhold¬ 
ers  say  “If  you  want  to  lease  this  we  have  to  have  a  certain  cut  out  of 
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this  in  the  way  of  rent.”  That  is  why  they  talk  of  a  lease  for  1  year. 
It  would  not  be  necessary  to  sign  an  agreement  for  a  year,  but  if  it  is 
for  more  than  a  year  he  has  to  do  that. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  This  is  in  addition  to  the  interest  they  have  ? 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Yes. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  This  does  not  concern  the  extra  trouble  of  record- 
keeping  or  anything  with  the  Department  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Hoover  to  respond.  Perhaps 
he  can  help  clarify  this. 

Mr.  Hoover.  The  logic  back  of  our  thinking  on  this  has  been  largely 
that  the  waiver  by  a  lienholder  is,  of  course,  for  his  protection.  As 
has  been  mentioned,  the  peanut  allotment,  as  attached  to  the  land, 
does  enhance  the  value  of  the  land.  Thus,  if  that  allotment  were  per¬ 
manently  transferred  the  lienholder  would  suffer.  However,  if  it  is 
transferred  for  only  1  year,  then  under  our  rules,  under  the  law  and 
the  regulations  that  allotment  comes  back  to  that  same  farm  in  the  sub¬ 
sequent  year  and  thus  the  land  has  not  lost  value  by  reason  of  the  allot¬ 
ment  being  transferred  away. 

We  felt  that  this  being  the  case  there  really  was  not  too  great  a 
need  from  a  lienholder’s  point  of  view  for  this  waiver  for  a  1-year 
transfer. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  How  widespread  has  the  problem  been  that  Mr.  Abbitt 
mentions  of  lienholders  wanting  some  extra  money? 

Mr.  Hoover.  I  have  not  been  aware  of  that  situation,  sir.  I  have  no 
knowledge  on  it. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Any  other  questions  ? 

Mr.  Myers.  After  an  allotment  has  been  sold,  what  is  the  condition 
of  that  land  then  which  did  have  an  allotment?  Are  there  any  restric¬ 
tions  at  all  as  to  what  crop  may  be  planted  on  it? 

Mr.  Hoover.  No  restrictions  other  than  would  attach  under  other 
programs.  For  instance,  marketing  quotas  on  cotton.  You  could  not 
transfer  peanut  allotments  away  and  then  grow  unlimited  acreage  of 
cotton  because  that  legislation  would  prevail. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  about  corn  ? 

Mr.  Hoover.  This  could  be  grown. 

Mr.  Myers.  Even  though  there  are  allotments  on  corn? 

Mr.  Hoover.  There  are  feed  grain  bases  which  include  corn  but  this 
is  a  voluntary  program  with  no  penalties  attaching.  If  he  elected  not 
to  participate  in  that  voluntary  program  he  could  grow  unlimited  acre¬ 
age  of  corn. 

Mr.  Myers.  Then  you  cannot  say  this  will  not  contribute  to  surplus. 
In  your  statement  you  say  it  will  not  contribute  to  surplus. 

Mr.  Hoover.  This  is  possible,  but  the  transfers  are  within  a  county. 
If  you  transfer  an  acre  of  peanuts  from  one  farm  to  another  farm  you 
increase  the  potential  for  beans  or  corn  on  the  transferring  farm,  but 
in  like  acreage  you  would  reduce  the  potential  on  the  receiving  farm  in 
that  same  county.  Overall  I  do  not  think  this  would  be  a  substantial 
factor  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  In  other  words,  the  land  which  went  into  peanuts  on  the 
receiving  farm  could  now  go  to  peanuts  on  the  other  farm,  or  vice 
versa  ? 

Mr.  Hoover.  Yes. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Since  it  is  all  within  a  county  it  would  be  insignificant, 
rso  tiny  it  could  not  be  measured. 
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Mr.  Hoover.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Myers.  Are  these  allotments  usually  transferred  for  some  value  ? 
Is  there  some  price  paid  for  the  allotment  between  farmers? 

Mr.  Hoover.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  Why  would  it  be  worth  anything  to  him  ? 

Mr.  Hoover.  Perhaps  he  would  want  to  consolidate.  He  might  have 
a  small  peanut  acreage  allotment.  He  feels  that  to  be  as  efficient  as  he 
would  like  to  be  additional  acreage  would  be  to  his  advantage,  so  he 
consolidates  and  increases  peanuts  and  reduces  other  crops. 

Mr.  Myers.  So  in  actuality  the  seller  of  the  allotment  is  getting 
paid  for  two  crops ;  is  he  not  ?  He  is  getting  paid  for  the  peanut  crop 
he  did  not  raise  as  well  as  the  crops  he  does  raise  ? 

Mr.  Hoover.  He  gets  a  negotiated  price.  This  is  between  the  trans¬ 
feror  and  the  transferee.  We  do  not  enter  into  this. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  realize  you  do  not. 

Mr.  Hoover.  As  to  the  going  prices  we  do  not  have  too  good  figures 
on  this.  One  price  would  go  for  a  permanent  transfer  and  a  lesser 
amount  for  an  annual  lease. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Another  question  that  you  raised  in  your  testimony  is 
the  suggestion  that  we  eliminate  the  productivity  adjustment  require¬ 
ment  that  is  now  in  the  law.  As  the  law  now  stands,  if  the  allotment 
goes  from  one  farm  to  another  and  the  variation  in  productivity  is  less 
than  10  percent,  no  adjustment  is  made. 

Mr.  Hoover.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  But  if  it  goes  from  a  less  productive  farm  to  a  more 
productive  farm  you  have  to  make  a  downward  adjustment  in  the 
acreage  received  in  line  with  the  percentage  variation  in  productivity. 
Is  that  a  fair  way  to  say  it  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  We  do  make  an  adjustment  in  the  acreage;  yes. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  Is  this  wliat  you  woidd  recommend  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Our  recommendation,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  on  the  farms 
which  subsequently  adopt  irrigation. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  You  recommend  no  change  in  this  provision  which  I 
have  just  mentioned  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  The  only  change  that  you  suggest  has  to  do  with  irriga¬ 
tion  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  What  is  the  rule  now  as  it  exists  with  regard  to 
irrigation  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  If  the  farm  adopts  irrigation  within  a  5-year  period 
then  you  have  an  additional  productivity  adjustment  to  reflect  the  in¬ 
creased  productivity  on  that  irrigated  land. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  This  is  what  you  want  to  eliminate  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  This  is  what  we  want  to  eliminate. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  If  you  have  an  unirrigated  farm  and  the  allotment 
stays  on  .that  farm,  there  is  nothing  to  keep  the  farmer  from  irrigat¬ 
ing  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  But  if  it  goes  to  another  farm,  this  provision  in  the 
existing  law  would  bring  about  a  downward  adjustment  if  the  new 
farmer  irrigates? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Yes,  sir.  It  is  this  provision  we  are  suggesting  be 
removed  on  the  irrigation  productivity  adjustment. 


Mr.  O’Neal.  Does  this  idea  originate  with  you  because  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  you  have  been  having  or  have  you  been  urged  to  do  this  by  some 
particular  area  of  the  country  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  This  is  within  the  Department.  It  causes  a  tremen¬ 
dous  amount  of  extra  work  to  us.  It  does  cause  some  inequities  at 
times.  We  feel  it  is  not  necessary. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Have  you  considered  the  differences  it  might  make  in 
various  section  f  the  country  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  I  am  not  sure  of  the  effects  in  various  sections  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  You  are  just  concerned  with  your  own  headache? 

Mr.  Phillips.  No.  YvTe  are  concerned  with  the  adoption  of  irrigation 
practices  and  the  adjustments  which  would  take  place  over  a  5-year 
period. 

Mr.  My  ers.  May  I  be  hypothetical  here?  Mr.  O’Neal  and  I  have 
farms  side  by  side.  We  each  have  a  30-acre  cotton  allotment.  We  each 
have  a  5-acre  peanut  allotment  and  1-acre  tobacco  allotment.  We  decide 
between  ourselves  we  will  make  a  transfer. 

I  will  take  his  cotton  allotment  of  30  acres.  Can  I  plant  the  60  acres 
of  cotton?  I  will  transfer  to  him  my  tobacco  allotment  and  my  peanut 
allotment  and  he  can  plant  10  acres  of  peanuts  and  2  acres  of  tobacco. 
W  e  can  both  plant  the  crops. 

Mr.  Phillips.  If  the  productivity  is  equal. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  both  have  farms  side  by  side  and  we  have  allot¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  Phillips.  If  the  productivity  is  equal. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  thought  you  would  take  it  out  of  peanuts. 

Mr.  Phillips.  Only  on  irrigation. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  to  irrigate  to  take  productivity  out  of  it? 
You  are  trying  to  encourage  irrigation,  then.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Phillips.  No ;  that  is  not  the  point.  It  is  not  trying  to  encourage 
or  discourage  irrigation. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  seems  you  can  regulate  it  much  easier  with  irri¬ 
gation.  One  of  the  reasons  we  have  short  crops  is  either  corn  blight 
or  lack  of  rain.  I  don’t  know  your  reasoning  here.  But  we  could  both 
do  this.  I  could  accept  his  cotton  allotment  and  grow  it  on  my  farm 
and  he  could  accept  my  tobacco  and  peanut  allotments? 

Mr.  Phillips.  You  do  not  have  irrigation  adjustment  on  the  cotton 
or  tobacco. 

Mr.  Myers.  Disregarding  the  irrigation  condition.  Our  productivity 
would  be  the  only  barrier  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Theoretically  if  the  productivity  is  the  same  there 
would  be  no  difference  so  far  as  the  national  production  is  concerned ; 
none  whatever. 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  As  I  understand  your  problem  with  irrigation,  it  is  so 
hard  for  you  to  keep  up  with  it  for  the  ensuing  5  years. 

Mr.  Phillips.  And  it  is  the  only  crop  where  we  have  this.  In  the 
other  crops  we  do  not  have  this  irrigation  productivity  adjustment. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  You  do  not  have  irrigation  adjustments  in  cotton  nor 
any  other  crop  where  transfers  are  permitted  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  right. 
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Mr.  O’Neal.  You  have  it  only  in  peanuts  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  You  have  the  burden  of  keeping  up  with  it  not  only 
for  the  immediate  transfer  but  for  the  next  5  years? 

Mr.  Phillips.  And  only  on  peanuts,  not  these  others;  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Hoover.  If  I  may  add  one  thing  to  this.  In  addition  to  the 
paperwork,  which  of  course  is  significant,  we  feel  that  the  receiving 
farm  is  put  at  somewhat  of  a  disadvantage  with  his  neighbors  for  that 
ensuing  5-year  period.  He  may  be  on  an  equal  productivity  basis  at  the 
time  of  transfer. 

For  the  next  5  years  if  his  neighbors  are  going  into  irrigation  and 
improving  their  efficiency  and  effectiveness  he  is  restrained  from  doing 
so  because  if  he  goes  in  he  suffers  a  downward  adjustment  in  the  acre¬ 
age  he  had  bought  and  transferred. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Another  way  of  saying  this,  if  a  man  receives  an  allot¬ 
ment  from  the  other  fellow  he  is  restricted  for  5  years? 

Mr.  Hoover.  That  is  right.  We  think  there  is  an  inequity  there  as 
well  as  the  paperwork  burden. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Other  questions? 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Actually  the  reason  the  irrigation  amendment  was  put 
in  there  was  that  the  committee  was  trying  to  do  everything  possible 
to  work  out  a  fair  and  just  program  so  there  would  be  no  objection 

to  it. 


Have  you  found  over  the  3-year  period  it  has  been  working  well 
and  has  been  used  reasonably  extensively? 

Mr.  Hoover.  Lease  and  transfer  provisions  ? 

Mr.  Abbitt.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hoover.  On  irrigation  ? 

Mr.  Abbitt.  No,  not  that.  Do  you  find  transfer  of  leases  has  worked 
well  in  the  peanut  program  ? 

Mr.  Hoover.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  As  I  understand  it,  you  recommend  it  be  extended  for 
3  years  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  But  in  the  event  this  subcommittee  saw  fit  to  extend  it 
permanently  the  Department  would  not  object  to  it;  would  it? 

'  ,  Mr.  Phillips.  We  would  prefer  to  have  the  3-year  limitation  on  it. 

J  Mr.  Abbitt.  I  understand  that.  The  same  statement  was  made  re¬ 
garding  the  tobacco  program.  If  Mr.  Wampler  will  recall,  they  would 
prefer  to  extend  it  for  that  time.  However,  if  we  went  further  and 
made  it  permanent  you  would  have  no  objection.  This  year  they  came 
back  and  recommended  the  tobacco  program  be  made  permanent.  We 
have  had  the  same  leasing  arrangement  with  the  peanuts.  Do  you 
see  any  real  objection?  You  have  had  3  years  to  look  into  it.  Do  you 
see  any  objection  to  making  it  permanent  ? 

Mr.  Phillips.  Except  for  the  reasons  we  put  forth.  We  think  it 
should  be  reevaluated  periodically  rather  than  making  it  permanent. 
However,  it  has  worked  well. 

Mr.  Abbitt.  But  if  this  committee  saw  in  its  wisdom  to  make  it 
permanent  you  would  have  no  real  objection? 

Mr.  Phillips.  I  think  that  is  right. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  your  testimony. 

The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Sydney  0.  Reagan,  general  counsel, 
Southwestern  Peanut  Shellers  Association,  Dallas,  Tex. 
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STATEMENT  OF  SYDNEY  C.  REAGAN,  GENERAL  COUNSEL,  SOUTH¬ 
WESTERN  PEANUT  SHELTERS  ASSOCIATION 


Mr.  Reagan.  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of 
the  Southwestern  Peanut  Shelters  Association  in  complete  support 
of  H.R.  17186  and  related  bills. 

I  have  discussed  this  statement  with  representatives  of  the  South¬ 
western  Peanut  Growers’  Association,  the  Oklahoma  Peanut  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  the  Oklahoma  Peanut  Growers  Association,  and  it  is  in 
agreement  with  the  position  of  these  grower  groups.  To  the  best  of 
my  knowledge,  there  is  complete  support  throughout  the  peanut  in¬ 
dustry  for  this  legislation. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  make  permanent  the  present  ex¬ 
piring  temporary  legislation  that  permits  the  sale  or  lease  of  peanut 
acreage  allotments  within  a  county. 

Based  on  the  fine  experience  with  the  peanut  temporary  legislation 
in  Texas,  Oklahoma,  and  New  Mexico,  our  members  strongly  support 
the  proposal  to  make  this  legislation  permanent. 

This  legislation  makes  possible  the  consideration  of  peanut  acreage 
allotments  into  more  efficient  farming  units.  This  is  certainly  highly 
desirable  at  a  time  of  rapidly  rising  costs  of  production.  Furthermore, 
this  legislation  makes  it  possible  for  the  small  farmer  to  obtain  funds 
to  do  something  other  than  inefficiently  raise  peanuts. 

Please  note  that  our  support  is  for  sale  or  lease  on  a  permanent 
basis  within  a  county.  We  are  vigorously  opposed  to  the  sale  or  lease 
between  counties  within  a  State  or  between  States.  Were  this  to  be 
permitted,  it  would  have  a  disastrous  effect  on  many  local  communi¬ 
ties  in  the  Southwest. 

The  Department  has  recommended  to  you  the  extension  of  this  sale 
or  lease  for  only  a  3-year  period.  The  reason  given  by  the  Department 
is  that  it  will  give  the  Department  an  opportunity  to  take  a  look 
every  3  years  at  this  provision.  We  believe  that  this  reasoning  is 
faulty  for  two  major  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  the  provision  has 
already  been  on  a  trial  basis  for  several  years  and  has  been  found  to 
be  a  sound  and  workable  provision.  Secondly,  we  all  know  how  diffi¬ 
cult  and  time  consuming  it  is  to  get  legislation  through  Congress  and 
how  overburdened  Congress  already  is  in  dealing  with  essential 
legislation. 

It  is  unreasonable  and  unnecessary  to  further  add  to  this  burden 
by  requiring  that  this  legislation  be  reenacted  every  3  years.  If  Con¬ 
gress  were  required  to  reconsider  every  piece  of  legislation  every  3 
years  Congress  would  never  get  its  work  done. 

Gentlemen,  this  is  a  very  unusual  experience  for  me  and  a  very 
enjoyable  one  to  be  able  to  testify  before  you  on  a  piece  of  legislation 
that  the  entire  peanut  industry  is  united  on.  Let  me  tell  you,  sir,  when 
you  get  the  entire  industry  united  you  have  a  good  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion  before  you. 

Thank  you  very  much.  I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  any 
questions. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Reagan. 

Questions  ? 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  association  would  not  oppose  the  3  years,  would 
it,  if  that  were  our  choice? 
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Mr.  Reagan.  We  do  not  oppose  it.  We  think  it  would  be  better  to 
make  it  permanent. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Reagan. 

Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Russell  C.  Schools,  executive  secre¬ 
tary,  Virginia  Peanut  Growers  Association,  Capron,  Va. 

He  is  accompanied  by  Mr.  Womack  Lee  and  my  friend,  Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph  Carter. 

STATEMENT  OF  RUSSELL  C.  SCHOOLS,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY, 

VIRGINIA  PEANUT  GROWERS  ASSOCIATION,  CAPRON,  VA.,  AC¬ 
COMPANIED  BY  JOE  S.  SUGG  AND  RANDOLPH  CARTER 

Mr.  Schools.  Mr.  Lee  is  not  with  us.  I  have  Mr.  Joe  S.  Sugg  here. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  The  Chair  yields  to  Mr.  Wampler  at  this  point. 

Mr.  W  ampler.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  that  we  in  Vir¬ 
ginia  are  extremely  proud  of  Mr.  Schools  and  his  associates.  They 
)  speak  with  good  authority  when  it  comes  to  peanut  legislation.  I  wel¬ 
come  them. 

I  see  my  colleague,  Mr.  Abbitt  here.  He  is  not  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee  but  is  a  valued  member  of  the  full  committee.  I  think 
he  represents  Mr.  Schools  in  Congress  and  we  are  delighted  to  have 
him  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Do  you  have  a  prepared  statement,  Mr.  Schools? 

Mr.  Schools.  Yes,  sir. 

I  will  be  very  short,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee. 

My  name  is  Russell  C.  Schools  and  I  am  executive  secretary  of  the 
Virginia  Peanut  Growers  Association,  Inc.,  from  Capron,  Va. 

I  am  appealing  today  on  behalf  of  the  Virginia  Peanut  Growers 
Association,  the  North  Carolina  Peanut  Growers  Association,  and  the 
Peanut  Growers  Cooperative  Marketing  Association  in  Franklin,  Va., 
which  covers  both  Virginia  and  North  Carolina.  We  all  support  H.R. 
17186,  H.R.  17582,  and  related  bills  to  amend  the  peanut  marketing 
quota  provisions  to  make  permanent  the  authorization  of  lease,  sale 
and  transfer  of  peanut  allotments. 

We  supported  the  bill  making  possible  the  transfer  of  peanut  acre¬ 
age  allotments  in  1967,  which  was  good  for  the  years  1968  and  1969. 
We  requested  that  the  bill  be  extended  for  the  year  1970  and  wish  to 
thank  this  committee  for  making  that  possible.  After  3  years  of  very 
successful  operation  under  the  lease  or  sale  bill  we  now  ask  you  to 
make  this  legislation  permanent  as  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  all  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  peanut  industry  as  well  as  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Many  peanut  acreage  allotments  are  small  and  the  opportunity  to 
lease,  sell  and  transfer  the  allotments  provides  for  more  efficient  pro¬ 
duction  by  permitting  consolidation  of  uneconomical  small  allotments. 
Farmers  today  are  having  to  go  to  larger  and  larger  economical  units 
to  justify  machinery  investments  necessary  to  offset  the  lack  of  farm 
labor.  Lease,  sale  and  transfer  of  allotments  gives  a  farmer  a  choice. 
He  may  purchase  allotment  through  lease,  sale  or  transfer  to  become 
more  efficient  or  he  may  give  up  his  allotment  through  lease,  sale  or 
transfer  to  someone  else  so  they  will  become  more  efficient. 
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I  wish  to  thank  each  of  you  for  the  opportunity  given  me  to  appear 
before  you  today  in  support  of  this  bill. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Schools. 

We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  Mr.  Sugg. 

Mr.  Sugg.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  six  statements  here  I  would  like 
to  give  you.  I  think  that  is  all  you  have  on  the  committee  right  now. 
The  reason  I  did  not  have  more  than  the  six  is  because  I  was  involved 
in  the  tobacco  legislation.  This  is  put  in  there  only  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  an  impartial  study  as  to  tobacco  allotments,  lease,  sale,  and 
allotments  conducted  by  North  Carolina  State  University.  Practically 
all  peanut  farmers  have  tobacco  allotments. 

I  did  have  a  private  survey  I  made  myself  which  runs  about  10  per¬ 
cent  above  the  figures  shown  in  this  study. 

I  would  like  to  support  in  behalf  of  the  North  Carolina  farmers  the 
position  as  stated  by  Mr.  Schools  and  to  support  our  position  exhibit  A 
as  you  will  see  there  is  a  letter  from  our  State  ASCS  director,  Mr.  . 
Herbert  O.  Carter,  who  gives  a  very  fine  analysis  and  evaluation  of  the 
lease,  sale,  and  transfer  of  peanut  allotments.  He  states  there  that  the  T 
farmers  and  the  committee  would  favor  continuing  legislation  or  per¬ 
manent  type  legislation. 

He  has  been  in  a  position  to  see  how  it  has  worked. 

Exhibit  B  shows  our  allotment  distribution  by  counties  in  North 
Carolina  and  it  will  show  some  county  with  small  acreages  and  small 


averages. 


Exhibit  C  gives  you  a  story  of  the  transfer  in  1969  by  sale,  lease,  and 
owners.  This  gives  you  an  idea  of  who  and  what  size  of  transfers.  Total 
average  is  less  than  half  of  the  average  allotment,  showing  most  of 
the  leases,  sales,  and  transfers  are  with  the  small  allotments  and  more 
or  less  in  the  fringe  production  area. 

I  would  like  to  modify  “owner” — this  is  where  an  owner  transfers 
from  himself  to  himself.  I  own  two  farms  under  different  contracts. 
I  want  to  consolidate  my  jcanut  allotment  from  one  farm  to  the  other. 
That  is  what  that  “owner”  there  means. 

Exhibit  D,  I  wanted  to  show  that  we  folks  in  North  Carolina  believe 
in  the  peanut  program.  If  you  don’t  believe  it  look  at  the  percentages 
in  the  right-hand  column.  That  is  how  we  have  been  voting  in  every 
referendum  from  1953  through  1968. 

Then,  of  course,  E  is  the  tobacco  study. 

We  would  like  to  urge  your  support  on  extension  of  this  legislation 
on  what  we  consider  a  continuing  basis.  We  do  not  feel  anything  is 
permanent,  particularly  in  these  days  and  times.  We  would  like  it  con¬ 
tinuing,  as  our  peanut  legislation  is.  Then  it  will  run  entirely  along 
with  it.  As  long  as  we  would  have  one  we  would  have  the  other. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Sugg. 

Without  objection  the  written  statement  of  Mr.  Sugg  will  go  into 
the  record,  and  also  the  letter  from  Mr.  Carter  and  the  various  attach¬ 
ments  to  his  statement. 

(Information  referred  to  follows:) 


Statement  of  Joe  S.  Sugg,  Executive  Secretary,  North  Carolina  Peanut 

Growers  Association 

On  behalf  of  the  20,000  peanut  growers  in  North  Carolina  operating  approxi¬ 
mately  15,000  farms  having  peanut  allotments,  I  urgently  request  a  favorable 
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report  by  this  committee  and  favorable  action  by  Congress  on  legislation  now 
being  considered  which  will  make  the  authority  for  the  lease,  sale,  and  transfer 
of  peanut  allotments  within  counties  on  a  continuing  basis. 

To  support  this  position,  I  would  like  to  state  that  the  vast  majority  of  the 
peanut  farmers  in  North  Carolina  are  in  favor  of  and  have  experienced  con¬ 
siderable  benefits  of  the  provision  in  the  lease,  sale,  and  transfer  of  peanut  al¬ 
lotments.  The  agribusiness  section  of  the  peanut  economy  also  favors  this  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  transfer  of  allotments  has  permitted  a  greater  degree  of  flexibility  in 
peanut  production  in  that  allotments  could  be  transferred  from  farms  not'  de¬ 
siring,  for  various  reasons,  to  use  the  allotments  to  farms  wanting  and  needing 
the  allotments.  It  has  permitted  individuals  to  increase  their  acreages  to  a  more 
economical  size  of  operation.  It  has  been  particularly  beneficial  to  small  farm¬ 
ers  where  their  small  allotments  necessitate  uneconomical  production,  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  size  of  the  allotment  did  not  justify  the  purchase  of  necessary 
equipment. 

I  would  like  to  refer  the  committee  to  the  attached  documents.  Exhibit  A,  a 
letter  from  H.  O.  Carter,  Executive  Director  of  North  Carolina  ASCS,  evaluating 
the  effect  of  lease,  sale,  and  transfer  provisions. 

Exhibit  B,  which  gives  the  table  showing  the  distribution  of  the  allotments 
among  the  counties  of  North  Carolina. 

Exhibit  C,  which  shows  the  record  of  transfer  of  allotments  within  the  coun¬ 
ties  of  North  Carolina. 

Exhibit  D,  showing  the  results  of  the  referendum  on  the  marketing  quota 
program  since  1953  which  clearly  shows  that  the  North  Carolina  growers  highly 
favor  the  peanut  program. 

Exhibit  E,  a  study  on  producers  attitudes  on  lease,  sale,  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
allotments.  Though  this  is  a  study  on  tobacco,  most  all  peanut  farmers  have 
tobacco  and  their  attitudes  are  quite  similar.  I  include  this  as  I  felt  this  study 
would  be  of  interest  to  this  committee.  (This  exhibit  may  be  found  in  the  files  of 
the  committee.) 

We  respectfully  urge  the  support  of  the  committee  on  the  enactment  of  this 
legislation  and  pledge  our  support  to  the  committee  with  respect  to  any  con¬ 
structive  action  pertinent  to  peanut  legislation. 

Exhibit  A 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service, 

Raleigh,  N.C.,  August  31, 1970. 

Mr.  Joe  S.  Sugg, 

Executive  Secretary,  North  Carolina  Peanut  Growers  Association,  Inc.,  Rocky 
Mount,  N.C. 

Dear  Joe:  As  you  know,  the  provision  of  Section  359(a)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  which  authorizes  the  transfer  of  peanut 
allotment  by  sale,  lease,  or  by  owner,  will  expire  after  the  1970  crop. 

We  have  found  that  this  transfer  provision  has  been  quite  effective  and  used 
extensively  throughout  the  peanut-producing  areas  of  North  Carolina.  In  fact, 
the  use  has  increased  each  year.  In  1969,  we  had  a  total  of  2,778  farms  taking 
advantage  of  this  provision  by  either  transferring  allotment  from  or  to  their  farm. 
A  total  of  5,960  acres  were  transferred  in  North  Carolina  in  1969.  It  has  become 
more  and  more  popular  among  our  farmers,  as  it  permits  them  to  farm  a  more 
economical  unit  due  to  the  fact  that  our  farm  allotments  are  relatively  small. 

The  transfers  have  been  a  definite  advantage  to  many  of  our  low-income  farm¬ 
ers,  which  we  are  always  anxious  to  help. 

You  can  readily  see  that  our  farmers  and  ASCS  committeemen  have  reacted 
favorably  to  this  transfer  provision  and  would  no  doubt  like  to  see  this  made 
permanent. 

I  thought  that  you  might  be  interested  to  know  the  reaction  of  our  farmers  and 
committeemen  to  the  peanut  allotment  transfer  provision. 


Sincerely, 


H.  O.  Carter, 
State  Executive  Director. 
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EXHIBIT  B.— 1969  PEANUTS— ALLOTMENTS  AND  HARVESTED  ACRES 


Number  of 


County 

farms  with 
allotments 

Allotted 

acres 

Harvested 

acres 

Production 

Yield  per  acre 
(pounds) 

Average  farm 
allotment 

Beaufort _  .. 

141 

625.7 

609.4 

1,204,399 

1,976 

4.4 

Bertie.  .  . . . 

1,743 

22, 978. 4 

22,636.0 

43,270,863 

1,912 

13.2 

Bladen  _ _ 

938 

4, 244.  7 

3,914.2 

6,478,990 

1,655 

4.5 

Brunswick _ _ 

7 

43.4 

17.5 

18,550 

1,060 

6.2 

'Camden _ 

12 

47.2 

45.3 

101,023 

2,230 

3.9 

Catawba _ 

2 

10.2 

10.7 

10,420 

974 

5. 1 

Chowan _ 

579 

6,256.4 

6,071.2 

16, 009, 572 

2,637 

10.8 

Columbus.  ...  .  _ 

405 

1,524.0 

1,016.8 

1,597,573 

1,571 

.8 

Craven...  .  ...  .  .  .. 

9 

55.5 

49.2 

66,376 

1,349 

6.  1 

Cumberland _  _ 

92 

459.7 

470.8 

789,936 

1,678 

5.0 

Currituck..  .  ..... 

30 

186.0 

181.6 

351,516 

1,991 

6.2 

Dup  in _  _ 

2 

3.4 

0 

0 

0 

1.7 

Edgecombe _ 

972 

16, 072  9 

15, 990.9 

27, 673,  586 

1,731 

16.5 

Gates _  _ 

871 

7,447.9 

7,244.6 

17,288,371 

2,386 

8.5 

Greene.  .  .  _ 

42 

297.0 

232.0 

396,884 

1,711 

7.1 

Halifax _ 

2,004 

27,187.6 

23,875.2 

47,593,775 

1,993 

13.6 

Hertford.  _ 

1,024 

15,100.6 

14,854.4 

31,168,758 

2,098 

14.7 

Iredell _ 

1 

7.0 

.1 

60 

600 

7.0 

Johnston...  ...  .  .  .. 

41 

128.7 

149.4 

259, 360 

1,736 

3.1 

Jones _  ...  _ 

1 

2.0 

.8 

1,000 

1,250 

2.0 

Lenoir _ _ _  ... 

2 

20.6 

21.7 

35,  303 

1,627 

10.3 

Martin _ 

1,388 

15,359.7 

15,107.2 

33,565,165 

2,222 

11.1 

Moore _ 

18 

115.2 

88.0 

115,246 

1,310 

6.4 

Nash . . 

290 

3,251.5 

3,281.8 

5,  526, 455 

1,634 

11.2 

Northampton _ 

1,888 

29, 425. 2 

29,045.4 

65,443,379 

2,253 

15.6 

Onslow _  ..  .  .. 

48 

235.1 

193.5 

291,450 

1,506 

4.9 

Pasquotank..  _ 

13 

83.8 

83.2 

186,035 

2,236 

6.4 

Pender-New  Hanover _ 

217 

1,506.4 

1,149.0 

1,912,052 

2,996 

6.9 

Perquimans _ 

480 

3, 470. 0 

3,281.3 

8,252,525 

2,515 

7.2 

Pitt _ _ 

871 

6,701.5 

6,551.7 

12,093,330 

1,846 

7.7 

Richmond _ 

39 

281.2 

232.3 

395, 668 

1,703 

7.2 

Robeson _  _ 

125 

475.8 

424.6 

494, 861 

1,165 

3.8 

Rowan _ 

1 

4.4 

1.6 

2,700 

1,687 

4.4 

Sampson _ 

149 

590.5 

659.4 

1,019,253 

1,546 

4.0 

Scotland _  _  .. 

16 

53.9 

45.7 

27,185 

595 

3.4 

Tyrrell-Dare _ 

28 

139.0 

99.5 

185,363 

1,863 

5.0 

Wake _  _ 

1 

1.9 

.7 

1,015 

1,450 

1.9 

Warren _  .. 

45 

132.9 

118.7 

196,268 

1,653 

3.  0 

Washington...  _ 

418 

3,233.5 

3,  043. 6 

7,154,519 

2,351 

7.7 

Wayne... _ _ 

11 

25.6 

13.6 

22, 865 

1,681 

2.3 

Wilson _ 

23 

159.3 

151.0 

199,168 

1,319 

6.9 

State  total _ 

14, 987 

167,945.3 

160,963.6 

331,410, 817 

1,743 

11.2 
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EXHIBIT  D— RESULTS  OF  PEANUT  MARKETING  QUOTA  REFERENDUMS  ON  NORTH  CAROLINA 


Crop  year  covered  by  referendum 

Date  of 
referendum 

Estimated 

eligible 

votes 

Total  votes 
cast 

Percentage 
of  votes 
for  quotas 

1954, 1955, 1956 _ _ _ 

_  Dec.  15. 1953 

29,  204 

14,  859 

97.4 

1957,1958,1959 _ 

_ Dec.  11, 1956 

28,  047 

8, 431 

94.9 

1960,1961,1962 _ 

_ Dec.  15, 1959 

27, 163 

10, 126 

98.2 

1963,1964,1965 _ 

_ Dec.  11,1962 

23,  434 

12, 164 

99.4 

1966, 1967, 1968 _ 

. .  Dec.  26,1968 

22,  578 

7,979 

97.9 

1969, 1970,  1971 _ 

_  Nov.  23,1965 

22, 741 

8,100 

99.  1 

Mr.  O’Neal.  I  am  not  sure  the  statement  on  tobacco  is  pertinent 
here. 

Mr.  Sugg.  I  can  have  as  many  copies  of  this  statement  prepared  as 
you  might  like  and  send  them  to  you  if  you  need  more. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  What  statement  ? 

Mr.  Sugg.  Everything  but  the  tobacco.  They  were  the  only  ones  I 
could  get. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  These  will  go  into  the  committee  hearing  so  it  will  not 
be  necessary. 

Mr.  Carter,  have  you  something  to  add  ? 

Mr.  Carter.  I  am  executive  secretary  of  the  Virginia-Garolina  Pea¬ 
nut  Shelters  Association,  composed  of  almost  all  the  shelters  in  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  North  Carolina.  Today  I  also  speak  in  behalf  of  the  South¬ 
eastern  Peanut  Shelters  Association.  We  endorse  the  statement  made 
by  Mr.  Schools  and  Mr.  Reagan.  We  completely  endorse  this  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  O'Neal.  Questions? 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Sugg,  in  exhibit  B,  I  notice  in  six  counties  the  har¬ 
vested  acreage  is  greater  than  the  allotted  acreage. 

Mr.  Sugg.  You  have  a  1-aore  provision.  Anybody  can  plant  1  acre. 

Mr.  Maters.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wampler.  Gentlemen,  I  quote  from  Mr.  Reagan’s  statement: 
“We  are  vigorously  opposed  to  the  sale  or  lease  between  counties  within 
a  State  or  between  the  States.” 

Do  you  concur  in  that  ? 

Mr.  Schools.  We  support  that.  Existing  legislation  is  within  just 
one  county. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  I  might  say  at  this  point  when  the  original  legislation 
was  written  3  years  ago,  every  effort  was  made  to  build  into  the  legis¬ 
lation  safeguards  against  any  disruption  of  the  peanut  program.  This 
was  one  of  the  areas  where  there  was  some  concern  that  it  might  disrupt 
the  program.  I  think  it  is  probably  unanimous  throughout  the  peanut 
industry  that  we  should  keep  this  provision  intact. 

Other  questions  ? 

Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Johnnie  Rollins,  chairman,  South¬ 
western  Peanut  Growers  Association,  Gorman,  Tex. 

Mr.  Rollins,  we  are  glad  to  have  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHNNIE  ROLLINS,  CHAIRMAN,  SOUTHWESTERN 
PEANUT  GROWERS  ASSOCIATION,  GORMAN,  TEX. 

Mr.  Rollins.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Johnnie  Rollins  of  Granbury, 
Tex.  I  am  a  peanut  producer  and  currently  am  serving  as  president  of 
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the  Southwestern  Peanut  Growers’  Association.  Our  association  favors 
extending  the  law  permitting  leases  and  sales  of  peanut  allotments 
within  counties. 

This  law  has  been  very  helpful  in  providing  needed  flexibility  in 
the  peanut  program.  It  allows  small  allotments  which  have  outlasted 
their  usefulness  to  be  combined  with  farm  units  which  need  additional 
acreage  to  become  economically  feasible,  thus  helping  both  farm  oper¬ 
ations  as  well  as  the  community. 

The  great  degree  to  which  this  law  has  been  exercised  in  Texas  and 
Oklahoma  demonstrates  effectively  its  desirability  and  usefulness  to 
peanut  growers  in  Texas  and  Oklahoma. 

We  urge  your  favorable  consideration  of  this  proposal.  Thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  views  to  you  today. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rollins.  We  are  glad  to  have  your 
position. 

Questions  ? 

(No  response.) 

Mr,  O’Neal.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  William  Flanagan,  execu¬ 
tive  secretary,  Oklahoma  Peanut  Commission,  Madill,  Okla. 

We  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you,  Mr.  Flanagan. 

STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  FLANAGAN,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY, 
OKLAHOMA  PEANUT  COMMISSION,  MADILL,  OKLA. 

Mr.  Flanagan.  I  believe  you  have  a  copy  of  my  statement.  I  will  not 
go  into  that. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  some  statements  raised  by  Mr.  Phillips. 
These  concern  the  proviso  of  subsection  (b)  relating  to  irrigation.  The 
growers  in  the  Southwest  would  be  in  favor  of  deletion  of  this  proviso. 
The  reason  being  that  the  grower  takes  an  adjustment  when  he  ac¬ 
quires  the  initial  acres.  It  is  inequitable  to  require  the  grower  to  take 
a  further  adjustment  if  he  decides  to  put  in  irrigation  within  theh-year 
limitation. 

I  might  add  that  Mr.  Reagan  from  the  Southwest  Shellers  joins  me 
in  this  thinking,  and  Mr.  Rollins  from  Southwest  Peanut  Growers 
Association  joins  me.  We  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  in  favor 
of  deleting  this  proviso. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you. 

Without  objection  your  written  statement  will  be  inserted  in  the 
record  at  this  point. 

(Mr.  Flanagan’s  statement  follows :) 

Statement  of  William  Flanagan,  Executive  Secretary,  Oklahoma  Peanut 

Commission 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  Oklahoma  Peanut 
Commission  in  complete  support  of  H.R.  17186  and  related  bills. 

I  have  discussed  this  statement  with  representatives  of  the  Southwestern 
Peanut  Growers’  Association,  the  Southwestern  Shellers  Association  and  the 
Oklahoma  Peanut  Growers  Association,  and  it  is  in  agreement  with  the  position 
of  these  groups.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  there  is  complete  support  through¬ 
out  the  peanut  industry  for  this  legislation. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  make  permanent  the  present  expiring  tem¬ 
porary  legislation  that  permits  the  sale  or  lease  of  peanut  acreage  allotments 
within  a  county. 

Based  on  the  flue  experience  with  the  present  temporary  legislation  in  Texas, 
Oklahoma  and  New  Mexico,  our  members  strongly  support  the  proposal  to  make 
this  legislation  permanent. 
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This  legislation  makes  possible  the  consolidation  of  peanut  acreage  allotments 
into  more  efficient  farming  .units.  This  is  certainly  highly  desirable  at  a  time 
of  rapidly  rising  costs  of  production.  Furthermore,  this  legislation  makes  it 
possible  for  the  small  farmer  to  obtain  funds  to  do  something  other  than  in¬ 
efficiently  raise  peanuts. 

Please  note  that  our  support  is  for  sale  or  lease  on  a  permanent  basis  within 
a  county.  We  are  vigorously  opposed  to  the  sale  or  lease  between  counties  within 
a  state  or  between  states.  Were  this  to  be  permitted,  it  would  have  a  disastrous 
effect  on  many  local  communities  in  the  Southwest. 

The  favorable  action  on  this  proposed  legislation  by  this  Subcommittee  and 
by  Congress  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Questions  ? 

(No  response.) 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Flanagan. 

Let  me  say  that  the  statements  of  Congressmen  Don  Fuqua  of 
Florida  and  Congressman  George  Andrews  of  Alabama  will  be  in¬ 
serted  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  statements  referred  to  above  and  a  letter  from  the  National 
F armers  Union  follow  :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Don  Fuqua,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From  the  State 

of  Florida 

On  behalf  of  the  many  small  peanut  farmers  in  my  district,  I  would  like 
to  express  my  earliest  support  of  an  amendment  to  the  Agriculture  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  to  extend  for  1971  and  later  years  the  present  authorization  for 
lease,  sale  and  transfer  of  peanut  acreage  allotments.  This  bill  would  also  extend 
the  present  exemption  from  marketing  quotas  of  the  small  quantity  of  peanuts 
harvested  green  for  sale  as  boiled  peanuts. 

Experience  shows  that  peanut  acreage  allotments  are  small  and  that  the 
opportunity  to  lease,  sell  and  transfer  the  allotment  is  particularly  helpful 
to  the  small  farmer.  Many  peanut  acreage  allotments  are  too  small  to  provide 
a  reasonable  financial  return,  especially  in  view  of  the  rising  production  and 
harvesting  costs.  This  bill  permits  some  small  but  capable  farmers  to  become  a 
little  more  efficient  by  increasing  their  allotments  while  others,  who  wish  to 
discontinue  growing  peanuts,  could  transfer  their  resources  to  other  crops  or 
retire  from  peanut  production  entirely  and  still  receive  a  small  remuneration. 

The  bill  would  not  increase  the  national  peanut  allotment  even  1  acre  and  would 
enable  the  new  grower  to  enter  the  market.  In  this  time  of  increasing  urban 
problems,  I  feel  that  this  would  provide  an  additional  incentive  for  staying  on  the 
land.  Enactment  of  this  measure  will  not  result  in  any  expense  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  nor  will  it  add  anything  to  consumer  cost.  Tight  agency  restrictions  will 
preclude  the  possibility  of  speculation  or  overproduction  and  I  am  in  agreement 
with  the  maintenance  of  these  restrictions. 

The  second  section  of  the  bill  extends  for  1971  and  later  years  the  exemption 
from  marketing  quotas  for  green  peanuts.  This  exemption  recognizes  the  fact 
that  the  boiled  peanuts  are  an  entirely  different  commodity  from  other  peanuts 
and  should  not  be  included  in  programs  designed  to  regulate  production  of  peanuts 
for  conventional  use.  This  use  of  peanuts  does  not  compete  with  the  normal  usages 
in  peanut  butter,  roasting,  salting  and  candy.  The  green  peanuts  are  suitable  only 
for  boiling  and  these  peanuts  are  not  eligible  for  price  support. 

Your  favorable  consideration  of  this  bill  would  certainly  be  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  peanut  farmers  in  this  country. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  information  to  the  committee. 

Statement  of  Hon.  George  Andrews,  a  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  Alabama 

Mr.  Chairman,  rising  costs  of  producing  and  harvesting  peanuts  have  pushed 
the  small  farmer  into  a  corner  from  which  he  cannot  escape  without  help  through 
the  continuation  of  intracounty  lease,  sale,  and  transfer  of  acreage  allotments  for 
peanuts  among  farms. 

I  have  introduced  H.R.  19115  and  H.R.  19116,  amending  section  358a (a)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  to  allow  farmers  to  transfer  peanut  acreage 
allotments  to  each  other  through  lease  or  sale  within  their  own  county. 
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The  only  difference  between  the  two  bills  is  that  II.R.  19115  provides  that  no 
transfer,  except  a  temporary  transfer  for  1  year  only,  of  an  allotment  from  a  farm 
subject  to  a  mortgage  or  other  lien  shall  be  permitted  unless  the  transfer  is  agreed 
to  by  the  lienholders. 

Both  bills  provide  that  the  authorization  of  such  transfer  be  made  on  a  perma¬ 
nent  basis,  rather  than  through  a  1-,  2-,  or  3-year  extension.  Since  the  authority 
for  farmers  to  transfer  their  peanut  acreage  allotments  within  their  own  county 
was  originally  granted  2  years  ago,  this  program  has  worked  well. 

It  has  not  done  any  damage  in  any  way,  and  it  has  not  increased  the  na¬ 
tional  allotment  by  a  single  acre.  It  has  not  resulted  in  any  expense  to  the 
Government  or  to  the  consumer  cost.  It  should  be  made  a  permanent  program, 
and  I  hope  that  after  all  of  the  evidence  is  considered,  it  will  be. 

What  we  are  dealing  with  here  is  the  plight  of  the  small  farmer  and  the 
opportunities  for  the  new  farmer.  As  in  many  other  areas  of  the  economy, 
production  costs  are  making  it  difficult  to  make  a  reasonable  profit  in  farming. 

All  too  many  peanut  acreage  allotments  are  too  small  to  constitute  an  economic 
unit  in  the  face  of  increasing  production  costs  per  acre.  The  days  are  gone 
when  fieldhands  with  pitchforks  harvested  peanut  crops. 

Today,  expensive  machinery  is  required,  in  addition  to  the  introduction  of 
improved  methods  of  cultivation  and  new  herbicides. 

The  small  farmer  with  an  allotment  of  5  acres  must  either  buy  this  expen¬ 
sive  machinery  himself  or  hire  someone  who  owns  the  machinery.  In  short,  the 
5-acre  allotment  farmer  faces  the  same  cost  of  harvesting  as  the  50-acre  allot¬ 
ment  farmer. 

Department  of  Agriculture  reports  show  that  more  than  one-fourtli  of  all 
peanut  allotments  are  5  acres  or  less  and  more  than  one-half  are  10  acres 
or  less.  In  fact,  the  average  size  of  established  allotments  is  now  about  IS  acres. 

These  bills  will  allow  small  peanut  farmers  to  realize  a  reasonable  return  on 
their  investment,  which  unfortunately  gets  greater  every  year,  by  increasing  their 
allotments.  Those  farmers  who  want  to  stop  growing  peanuts  could  transfer 
their  resources  to  other  crops  or  stop  producing  peanuts  entirely  and  still 
get  a  small  payment. 

We  know  of  the  problems  of  small  peanut  allotment  farmers  already  in 
production,  and  we  know  what  economic  possibilities  this  bill  provides  for  them. 
But  what  will  we  do  for  new  growers?  What  opportunities  do  we  offer  the 
bright  young  farmer  looking  forward  to  a  career  in  agriculture,  or  the  share¬ 
cropper  who  hopes  to  own  his  own  farm? 

We  offer  him,  through  these  same  bills,  the  opportunity  to  acquire  an  al¬ 
lotment  without  increasing  the  national  allotment  at  all.  The  bills  will  permit 
a  new  grower  to  obtain  an  allotment  up  to  50  acres  through  lease  or  outright 
purchase. 

One  very  important  aspect  of  this  legislation  is  that  it  will  not  cause  an  in¬ 
crease  in  production  or  affect  the  national  volume  of  peanuts.  It  will  simply  allow 
owners  of  what  are  basically  family-type  farms  to  exercise  some  flexibility  in 
transferring  allotments  so  that  they  will  be  able  to  buy  the  necessary  equip¬ 
ment  and  harvest  their  crops  at  a  reduced  cost  per  acre  and  hopefully  a  rea¬ 
sonable  return  on  their  investment. 

These  bills  contain  the  same  restrictive  language  embodied  in  the  original 
1968  bill,  which  would  guard  against  any  speculation  or  overproduction  which 
might  otherwise  result  from  this  authority. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  good  bills.  They  contain  adequate  safeguards  against 
overproduction  and  other  possible  disruptive  effects.  At  the  same  time,  they 
provide  badly  needed  assistance  to  the  peanut  farmers  by  allowing  them  to 
increase  the  size  of  their  allotments  for  their  economic  betterment  and  open 
the  field  to  new  growers,  not  blessed  with  the  inheritance  of  an  allotment,  by 
allowing  them  to  acquire  without  increasing  the  national  allotment. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  subcommittee  will  take  favorable  action  to  give  perma¬ 
nent  extension  to  this  very  fine  program  for  peanut  growers  throughout  the 
Nation. 


National  Farmers  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  17,  1.970. 

Hon.  Maston  O’Neal, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and  Rice  and  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

’Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  I  wish  to  comment  on  three  bills  currently  before  your 
Committee  that  would  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions — H.R. 
17582,  H.R.  17186,  and  H.R.  17637. 
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On  this  legislation,  I  speak  in  behalf  of  both  the  Texas  Farmers  Union,  and 
the  National  Farmers  Union.  The  National  Farmers  Union  represents  about 
300,000  family  farm  units  across  the  United  States. 

I  respectfully  request  that  this  communication  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  of 
the  public  hearings  conducted  by  your  Subcommittee  on  the  above  bills  on  Sep¬ 
tember  10. 

The  governmental  program  for  peanuts  is  among  the  most  workable  of  our 
commodity  programs.  It  has  been  successful  in  balancing  supply  and  demand 
for  peanuts,  and  has  imparted  relative  stability  to  this  important  sector  of  the 
agricultural  economy.  Peanut  producers  are  generally  well  satisfied  with  the 
existing  program,  and  become  justifiably  apprehensive  over  any  attempts  to 
tamper  with  it. 

The  Farmers  Union  is  not  opposed  to  continuation  of  authority  to  transfer 
peanut  allotments  within  counties.  We  would  urge,  however,  that  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  intra-county  transfers  be  extended  only  for  three  years — to  coincide  with 
the  duration  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  as  passed  by  the  House  and  Senate — 
rather  than  permanently  as  provided  in  the  bills  before  your  Subcommittee.  If 
no  detrimental  effects  result  from  this  provision  during  1971-1973,  the  Congress 
can  routinely  and  easily  extend  the  transfer  provision  at  the  same  time  that  the 
general  farm  legislation  is  extended.  If  detrimental  effects  should  occur,  the  ex¬ 
plicit  requirement  for  Congressional  renewal  will  facilitate  adoption  of  needed 
changes. 

Although  the  three  bills  presently  under  consideration  do  not  alter  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  inter-county  or  inter-state  transfers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments, 
I  wish  to  reiterate  the  Farmers  Union’s  position  in  this  regard.  Delegates  to  the 
1970  National  Convention  of  Farmers  Union  approved  the  policy:  “Released 
acreage  and/or  quotas  should  not  be  moved  over  county  and  state  lines  if  there  is 
need  for  additional  acreage  and/or  quotas  on  family-type  farms  in  the  county 
or  state  affected.”  For  peanuts,  the  Farmers  Union  strongly  supports  the  pro¬ 
hibition  against  allotment  transfers  across  county  or  state  lines. 

The  USDA’s  Director  of  Commodity  Programs  Division,  in  testimony  before 
your  Subcommittee  on  September  16,  recommended  deletion  of  subsection  (b)  (5) 
of  section  358a  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  This  provision  of 
present  law  states  that,  for  peanuts : 

“In  the  event  an  allotment  is  transferred  to  a  farm  which  at  the  time  of  such 
transfer  is  not  irrigated,  but  within  five  years  subsequent  to  such  transfer  is 
placed  under  irrigation,  the  Secretary  shall  also  make  an  annual  downward 
adjustment  in  the  allotment  so  transferred  by  multiplying  the  normal  yield  estab¬ 
lished  for  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  so  transferred  by  multiplying  the 
normal  yield  established  for  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  is  transferred  by 
the  acreage  being  transferred  and  dividing  the  result  by  the  actual  yield  for  the 
previous  year,  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  on  the  farm  to  which 
the  allotment  is  transferred.” 

The  National  Farmers  Union  vigorously  objects  to  such  a  deletion,  and  urges 
yon  to  retain  this  important  provision  in  the  law.  To  delete  it  would  open  a  loop¬ 
hole  in  the  production-control  system  that  could  seriously  distort  the  supply- 
demand  balancing  mechanisms  of  present  law.  It  is  certainly  appropriate  that) 
the  proviso  applies  to  transfer  acreage  only,  for  transferrals  per  se  tend  to  con¬ 
centrate  production  in  fewer  units  and  threaten  overproduction.  If  by  deleting 
the  adjustment  provision  the  installation  of  irrigation  is  allowed  further  to  con¬ 
centrate  the  growth  of  peanuts  in  the  hands  of  fewer  producers,  a  severe  danger 
is  posed  both  to  stability  of  the  production  network  for  peanuts  and  to  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  family-farm  units  in  agriculture.  Rather  than  eliminate  this  proviso 
because  it  is  unique  to  the  peanut  program — as  the  Commodity  Program  Divi¬ 
sion’s  Director  suggests — it  might  best  be  used  as  a  model  for  application  to  other 
commodity  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  our  views  on  this 
legislation. 

Sincerely, 


Jay  I.  Naman, 

President,  Texas  Farmers  Union. 


Mr.  O’Neal.  The  committee  will  now  go  into  executive  session. 
(Whereupon,  at  11  a.m.  the  committee  went  into  executive  session.) 
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91st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  17186 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  23, 1970 

Mr.  Abbitt  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  to  make  per¬ 
manent  certain  provisions  thereunder,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United,  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  358a  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

5  (1)  Subsection  (a)  thereof  is  amended  by  deleting 

6  “,  1969,  and  1970”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “and  suc- 

7  ceeding”;  and 

8  (2)  Subsection  (b)  (2)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as 

9  follows : 

10  “(2)  no  transfer  except  a  temporary  transfer  for 

I 
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1  one  year  only  of  an  allotment  from  a  farm  subject  to  a 

2  mortgage  or  other  lien  shall  be  permitted  unless  the  trans- 

3  fer  is  agreed  to  by  the  lienholders;”. 
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91st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


R.  17582 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  12,1970 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  to  make 
permanent  certain  provisions  thereunder. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  358a  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

5  (1)  Subsection  (a)  thereof  is  amended  by  deleting 

6  1969,  and  1970”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “and  suc- 

7  ceeding”. 
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quota  provisions  to  make  permanent  certain  provisions  thereunder  (H.  Rept„ 
91-1640) .  p.  H10991 _ 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  reported  with  amendment  H.R.  195j67,  to  continue 
the  International  Coffee  Agreement  Act  of  1968  until  the  clos^ of  September 
30,  1973  (H.  Kept.  91-1641).  p.  H10991 

Committee  onVthe  Judiciary  reported  S.  1079,  granting  Congressional  consent 
to  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Compact  (H.  Rept.  91-1643)/  p.  H10991 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Disagreed  to  the  Senate  amendments  to  H/R.  18515,  the  FY  71 
Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill.  Conferees  appointed,  /p.  H10915 


3.  AGRICULTURE  COMMITTEE  ACTI( 

Reconsidered  their  previous  action  on  H.R.  19^46,  the  proposed  Animal 
Welfare  Act,  and  ordered  it\e- reported,  with  /mendment;  and 

Considered  H.R.  19757,  the\proposed  Egg  Products  Inspection  Act,  and 
agreed  to  introduce  a  clean  bill.  p.  D1210, 


the  consideration  of  and  2  hours  of 


4.  RULES  GRANTED. 

An  open  rule  was  granted  providing 

debate,  waiving  points  of  order  against  lines  2  through  14,  on  page  14,  and 
making  in  order  H.R.  19889  as  a  sub^ticfc^te  on  H.R.  18582,  amendments  to  the 
Food  Stamp  Act;  and 

An  open  rule  was  granted  providing  for  \he  consideration  of  and  1  hour 
of  debate,  waiving  points  of  order  against  clause  3  of  Rule  XIII  and  section 
31  of  S.  3070,  plant  variety  protection  bill.\pp.  D1210-1 

5.  TARIFFS.  Committee  on  Ways  afid  Means  voted  to  rep&rt  (but  did  not  actually 

report)  H.R.  7626,  to  revise  the  Tariff  Schedules  with  respect  to  the  tariff 
classification  of  certain  sugars,  sirups,  and  molasses,  p.  D1211 

6.  REPORTS. 

Received  a  letter  from  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture ''and  HUD  transmitting 
a  report  on  assistance  furnished  to  nonmetropolitan  planning  districts  by 
the  two  Departments,  pursuant  to  section  901(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970;  to  the  C/mmittee  on  Agriculture,  p.  H10991 

Received  &  letter  from  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  \ransmitting 
a  report  on/efforts  of  USDA  to  provide  information  and  technical 'assistance 
to  small  communities  and  less  populated  areas  in  regard  to  rural  development 
during  f/scal  year  1970,  pursuant  to  section  901(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1979q  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  p.  H10991 
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91st  Congress 

2d  Session 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT ATIYES  (  Report 

l  No.  91-1640 


TRANSFER  OF  PEANUT  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


December  1,  1970. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Poage,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompan}-  H.R.  17582] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  17582)  to  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  to 
make  permanent  certain  provisions  thereunder  having  considered  the 
same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend 
that  the  bill  do  pass. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  17582  is  to  amend  section  358(a)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  make  permanent  the 
existing  authorization  for  the  intracounty  lease,  sale,  and  transfer  of 
acreage  allotments  for  peanuts  among  farms.  Public  Law  90-211 
originally  authorized  the  lease,  sale,  and  transfer  of  allotments  for 
1968  and  1969.  Public  Law  91-122  extended  the  authority  for  4970. 
This  bill  will  make  authorization  permanent. 

Need  for  the  Legislation 

This  legislation  is  needed  for  two  primary  reasons. 

First,  there  are  many  peanut  acreage  allotments  too  small  to  consti¬ 
tute  an  economic  unit  in  view  of  rising  costs  of  producing  and  harvest¬ 
ing  peanuts.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  reports  that  more  than 
one-fourth  of  all  peanut  allotments  are  5  acres  or  less  and  more  than 
one-half  are  10  acres  or  less.  The  average  size  of  established  allotments 
is  approximately  18  acres. 

The  fact  that  allotments  were  abandoned  during  World  War  II,  in 
order  to  increase  production,  encouraged  many  new  producers  to  enter 
into  production  of  peanuts.  When  allotments  were  reestablished  in 
1949  the  mam-  newly  established  small  and  uneconomical  allotments 
served  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  allotments  awarded  the  established 
producers. 


48-006 


2 


Second,  much  greater  mechanization  in  the  production  of  peanuts 
involves  the  use  of  very  expensive  equipment,  herbicides,  and  im¬ 
proved  methods  of  cultivation.  This  simply  means  that  the  cost  per 
acre  of  producing  peanuts  is  going  up.  Therefore,  in  many  cases, 
farmers  need  to  increase  their  peanut  acreage  allotment  in  order  to 
realize  a  reasonable  return  on  their  tremendous  investment. 

General  Statement 

Peanut  acreage  allotments  were  first  established  in  1941  by  authority 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  The  size  of 
the  allotments  was  based  on  a  producer’s  production  during  the 
previous  3-year  history  of  production  on  the  farm. 

These  allotments  remained  in  effect  onl}'  until  1942  when  they  were 
abandoned  in  order  to  permit  the  increase  in  production  demanded 
by  our  war  effort.  Production  virtually  doubled  during  this  period. 
The  reestablishment  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  in  1949  brought  in 
many  producers  who  had  only  begun  growing  peanuts  during  the  time 
when  allotments  had  not  been  in  effect.  The  entrance  into  the  program 
of  these  producers  created  many  small  and  inefficient  allotments. 

If  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines  that  it  will  not  impair 
the  effective  operation  of  the  peanut  marketing  quota  or  price  support 
program,  H.R.  17582  would  permit  on  a  permanent  basis  (as  has  been 
the  practice  during  1968,  1969,  and  1970)  the  owner  or  operator  of  a 
farm  which  has  a  peanut  acreage  allotment  to  sell  or  lease  all  or  any 
portion  of  his  allotment  to  any  other  owner  or  operator  of  a  farm  in 
the  same  county.  It  would  also  permit  the  owner  of  a  farm  with  a 
peanut  acreage  allotment  to  transfer  all  or  any  part  of  the  allotment 
to  any  other  farm  owned  or  controlled  by  him  in  the  same  county. 

The  committee  felt  that  the  authority  to  lease,  sell,  or  transfer 
peanut  acreage  allotments  should  continue,  as  in  1968,  1969,  and  1970. 
There  is  language  in  the  legislation  which  would  guard  against  any 
speculation  or  overproduction  which  might  otherwise  result  from  this 
authority.  Therefore,  the  committee  left  unchanged  other  portions  of 
section  385a  which  contain  the  following  conditions: 

(1)  Under  no  condition  may  allotments  be  transferred  across  county 
lines. 

(2)  No  allotment  may  be  transferred  from  a  farm  subject  to  a 
mortgage  or  lien  unless  the  transfer  is  agreed  to  by  the  lienholders. 

(3)  No  sale  of  a  farm  allotment  from  a  farm  shall  be  permitted  if  any 
sale  of  allotment  to  the  same  farm  has  been  made  within  the  three 
immediately  preceding  crop  years. 

(4)  No  transfer  of  allotment  shall  be  effective  until  a  record  thereof 
is  filed  with  the  county  committee  of  the  county  in  which  the  transfer 
is  made  and  until  the  county  committee  determines  that  the  transfer 
complies  with  the  provisions  of  the  law. 

(5)  If  there  is  not  more  than  a  10-percent  difference  in  production 
per  acre,  transfers  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  acre  for  acre;  however,  in 
cases  where  the  transferred  acreage  goes  to  a  farm  where  the  produc¬ 
tion  per  acre  exceeds  that  of  the  transferred  acreage  by  more  than  10 
percent,  there  shall  be  a  corresponding  downward  adjustment  in  the 
amount  of  acreage  transferred  to  assure  that  no  overproduction  would 
result  from  the  transfer. 
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(6)  Where  an  allotment  is  transferred  to  a  farm  which  at  the 
present  time  is  not  irrigated  but  which  within  5  years  places  the 
transferred  allotment  under  irrigation,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  then  make  a  downward  adjustment  in  the  amount  of  acreage 
transferred  to  assure  that  there  would  be  no  increased  production  as 
a  result  of  irrigating  the  transferred  acreage. 

(7)  The  land  on  the  farm  from  which  the  entire  peanut  allotment 
has  been  transferred  shall  not  be  eligible  for  a  new  farm  peanut  allot¬ 
ment  during  the  5  years  following  the  year  in  which  such  transfer  is 
made. 

(8)  Leases  of  any  portion  of  a  peanut  allotment  shall  not  exceed 
5  years. 

(9)  The  total  peanut  allotment  transferred  to  any  farm  by  sale  or 
lease  shall  not  exceed  50  acres  or  any  lesser  amount  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary. 

The  committee  feels  that  enactment  of  this  bill  will  enable  many 
producers  to  acquire  ample  peanut  acreage  to  grow  peanuts  on  a  more 
sound  economic  basis.  It  will  also  enable  some  producers  to  go  out  of 
peanut  production  in  a  manner  in  which  both  they  and  other  producers 
who  acquire  the  allotment  will  benefit. 

In  essence,  this  legislation  will  put  peanut  production  in  the  hands 
of  those  who  want  to  grow  peanuts  while  at  the  same  time  it  guards 
against  any  major  geographical  switch  in  peanut  production  which 
would  undoubtedly  be  injurious  to  the  economy  of  many  countries. 

The  committee  emphasizes  that  this  legislation  is  not  intended  in 
any  way  to  modify  its  policy  with  regard  to  the  transfer  of  allotments 
of  any  other  commodity.  Lease,  sale,  and  transfer  provisions  now 
apply  to  cotton  and  certain  types  of  tobacco.  These  provisions  have 
been  designed  to  apply  as  closely  as  possible  to  the  particular  needs 
of  these  commodities.  Likewise,  this  bill  is  designed  to  promote  the 
widest  possible  benefit  for  peanut  producers. 

The  committee  also  points  out  that  allotment  transfer  authority 
has  been  and  should  be  restricted  to  those  crops  subject  to  mandatory 
marketing  quota  provisions. 


Peanuts:  U.S.  acreage  harvested  by  years,  1930-70  ( acreage  picked  and  threshed) 


Thousands 


Crop  year :  of  acres 

1930  _  1,  073 

1931  _  1,440 

1932  _  1,  501 

1933  _  1,  217 

1934  _  1,  514 

1935  _  1,  497 

1936  _  1,  660 

1937  _  1,538 

1938  _  1,  692 

1939  _  1,  908 

1940  _  2,  053 

1941  _  1,900 

1942  _  3,  355 

1943  _ 3,  528 

1944  _  3,  068 

1945  _ 3,  160 

1946  _ 3,  141 

1947  _ 3,377 

1948  _ 3,  296 

1949  _ 2,  308 

1950  _ 2,  262 


Thousands 


Crop  year — Continued  °f  acres 

1951  _  1,982 

1952  _  1,  443 

1953  _  1,515 

1954  _  1,  387 

1955  _  1,  669 

1956  _  1,  385 

1957  _  1,  481 

1958  _  1,516 

1959  _  1,  435 

1960  _  1,  395 

1961  _  1,398 

1962  _  1,  400 

1963  _  1,  396 

1964  _  1,  397 

1965  _  1,435 

1966  _  1,  421 

1967  _  1,  402 

1968  _  1,  436 

1969  _  1,  448 

1970  (estimated) _  1,  452 
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Cost 

The  committee  has  been  advised  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
that  no  additional  cost  is  anticipated  by  the  Department  should  the 
bill  be  enacted  into  law. 

Departmental  Position 

Following  is  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s  report  on  H.R. 
17582.  The  report  recommends  enactment  of  H.R.  17186,  which  is 
similar  to  H.R.  17582,  with  two  additional  amendments. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  September  3 ,  1970. 

Hon.  W.  R.  Poage, 

Chairman,  Comm  ittee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives . 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  requests  of  April 
28  for  a  report  on  H.R.  17186  and  of  May  21  for  a  report  on  H.R. 
17582,  both  of  which  bills  would  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota 
provisions  with  respect  to  transfers  of  peanut  allotments. 

H.R.  17186  would  make  two  amendments  to  section  358a  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  First,  it  would 
provide  authority  for  transfers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  applicable 
to  the  1971  and  succeeding  crops.  Without  new  legislation  this  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  act  will  become  inapplicaple  with  such  crops.  Second, 
it  would  amend  subsection  (b)(2)  of  said  section  358a  so  as  to  eliminate 
the  requirement  of  consent  by  lien  holders  in  case  of  temporary  trans¬ 
fers  by  lease  or  by  owner  for  a  one-year  term  only.  H.R.  17582  would 
provide  for  the  first  amendment  only,  namely  to  provide  auhority  for 
transfers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  applicable  to  the  197 land 
succeeding  crops. 

The  Department  recommends  enactment  of  H.R.  17186  with  one 
change  and  two  additional  pro visions  as  follows: 

First,  we  recommend  that  the  bill  be  changed  to  provide  a  3-year 
extension  through  the  1973  crop  year.  A  3-year  extension  would  give 
us  an  opportunity  to  periodically  review  the  effectiviness  of  the  transfer 
authority. 

Second,  we  recommend  that  subsection  (b)  (5)  of  said  section  358a  be 
amended  by  deleting  the  first  proviso  thereof,  effective  for  the  1971  and 
succeeding  crops.  This  would  eliminate  the  productivity  adjustment 
requirement  now  applicable  in  case  a  receiving  farm  not  under  irriga¬ 
tion  is  placed  under  irrigation  within  a  5-year  period.  The  effect  of  this 
revision  would  be  to  eliminate  the  requirement  for  transfers  effective 
with  the  1971  crop  and  with  respect  to  transfers  approved  in  1968-69- 
70  for  the  remaining  balance  of  their  respective  5-year  periods. 

The  provision  as  set  forth  in  existing  law  is  very  difficult  to  admin¬ 
ister  and  leads  to  inequities  among  peanut  farms. 

Third,  we  recommend  that  the  provision  of  359  (c)  of  the  act  con¬ 
cerning  exclusions  from  the  term  “peanuts”  for  purposes  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  be  made  permanent. 
This  is  the  “boiled  peanuts”  provision  which  has  been  extended 
annually  for  several  years.  Without  new  legislation  this  provision  of 
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the  act  will  become  inapplicable  beginning  with  the  1971  crop.  We 
suggest  that  the  last  paragraph  of  the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  amend 
the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes”  approved  on 
August  13,  1957  (7  U.S.C.  1359  note)  be  amended  to  read  “This 
amendment  shall  be  effective  for  the  1957  and  succeeding  crops  of 
peanuts.” 

Green  peanuts  marketed  for  boiling  purposes  do  not  compete  with 
dry  peanuts  which  move  in  regular  commercial  channels.  Since  the 
first  exemption  enactment  in  1957  it  has  proven  successful.  Making 
permanent  the  exemption  in  the  act  will  in  no  way  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  the  current  peanut  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
programs. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no 
objection  to  the  presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  Administration’s  program. 

Sincerely, 


J.  Phil  Campbell, 

Acting  Secretary. 


Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

*  *  *  Hi  *  * 

Part  VI — Marketing  Quotas — Peanuts 

MARKETING  QUOTAS 

Sec.  358a.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  for  the 
1968  [,  1969  and  1970]  and  succeeding  crop  years,  the  Secretary,  if  he 
determines  that  it  will  not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  the  peanut 
marketing  quota  or  price-support  program,  (1)  may  permit  the  owner 
and  operator  of  any  farm  for  which  a  peanut  acreage  allotment  is 
established  under  this  Act  to  sell  or  lease  all  or  any  part  or  the  right 
to  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment  to  any  other  owner  or  operator  of 
a  farm  in  the  same  county  for  transfer  to  such  farm;  and  (2)  may 
permit  the  owner  of  a  farm  to  transfer  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment 
to  any  other  farm  owned  or  controlled  by  him. 

(b)  Transfers  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  following 
conditions:  (1)  no  allotment  shall  be  transferred  to  a  farm  in  another 
county;  (2)  no  transfer  of  an  allotment  from  a  farm  subject  to  a  mort¬ 
gage  or  other  lien  shall  be  permitted  unless  the  transfer  is  agreed  to  by 
the  lienholders;  (3)  no  sale  of  a  farm  allotment  from  a  farm  shall  be 
permitted  if  any  sale  of  allotment  to  the  same  farm  has  been  made 
within  the  three  immediately  preceding  crop  years;  (4)  no  transfer  of 
allotment  shall  be  effective  until  a  record  thereof  is  filed  with  the 
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county  committee  of  the  county  in  which  such  transfer  is  made  and 
such  committee  determines  that  the  transfer  complies  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section;  and  (5)  if  the  normal  yield  established  by  the 
county  committee  for  the  farm  to  which  the  allotment  is  transferred 
does  not  exceed  the  normal  yield  established  by  the  county  committee 
for  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  is  transferred  by  more  than 
10  per  centum,  the  lease  or  sale  and  transfer  shall  be  approved  acre 
for  acre,  but  if  the  normal  yield  for  the  farm  to  which  the  allotment  is 
transferred  exceeds  the  normal  yield  for  the  farm  from  which  the 
allotment  is  transferred  by  more  than  10  per  centum,  the  county 
committee  shall  make  a  downward  adjustment  in  the  amount  of  the 
acreage  allotment  transferred  by  multiplying  the  normal  yield  estab¬ 
lished  for  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  is  transferred  by  the 
acreage  being  transferred  and  dividing  the  result  by  the  normal  yield 
established  for  the  farm  to  which  the  allotment  is  transferred:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  in  the  event  an  allotment  is  transferred  to  a  farm  which 
at  the  time  of  such  transfer  is  not  irrigated,  but  within  five  years  sub¬ 
sequent  to  such  transfer  is  placed  under  irrigation,  the  Secretary  shall 
also  make  an  annual  downward  adjustment  in  the  allotment  so  trans¬ 
ferred  by  multiplying  the  normal  yield  established  for  the  farm  from 
which  the  allotment  is  transferred  by  the  acreage  being  transferred 
and  dividing  the  result  by  the  actual  yield  for  the  previous  year, 
adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  on  the  farm  to  which  the 
allotment  is  transferred:  Provided  further ,  That,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act,  the  adjustment  made  in  any  peanut 
allotment  because  of  the  transfer  to  a  higher  producing  farm  shall  not 
reduce  or  increase  the  size  of  any  future  National  or  State  allotment 
and  an  acreage  equal  to  the  total  of  all  such  adjustments  shall  not  be 
allotted  to  any  other  farms. 

(c)  The  transfer  of  an  allotment  shall  have  the  effect  of  transferring 
also  the  acreage  history  and  marketing  quota  attributable  to  such 
allotment  and  if  the  transfer  is  made  prior  to  the  determination  of  the 
allotment  for  any  year  the  transfer  shall  include  the  right  of  the  owner 
or  operator  to  have  an  allotment  determined  for  the  farm  for  such 
year:  Provided,  That  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  by  lease  the  amount  of 
the  allotment  shall  be  considered,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  allot¬ 
ments  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  to  have  been  planted  on  the 
farm  from  which  such  allotment  is  transferred. 

(d)  The  land  in  the  farm  from  which  the  entire  peanut  allotment  has 
been  transferred  shall  not  be  eligible  for  a  new  farm  peanut  allotment 
during  the  5  years  following  the  year  in  which  such  transfer  is  made. 

(e)  Any  lease  may  be  made  for  such  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  5 
as  the  parties  thereto  agree,  and  on  such  other  terms  and  conditions 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section  as  the  parties  thereto  agree. 

(f)  The  lease  of  any  part  of  a  peanut  acreage  allotment  determined 
for  a  farm  shall  not  affect  the  allotment  for  the  farm  from  which  such 
allotment  is  transferred  or  the  farm  to  which  it  is  transferred,  except 
with  respect  to  the  crop  year  or  years  specified  in  the  lease.  The 
amount  of  the  acreage  allotment  which  is  leased  from  a  farm  shall  be 
considered  for  purposes  of  determining  future  allotments  to  have  been 
planted  to  peanuts  on  the  farm  from  which  such  allotment  is  leased 
and  the  production  pursuant  to  the  lease  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account  in  establishing  allotments  for  subsequent  years  for  the  farm 
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to  which  such  allotment  is  leased.  The  lessor  shall  be  considered  to 
have  been  engaged  in  the  production  of  peanuts  for  purposes  of  eligi¬ 
bility  to  vote  in  the  referendum. 

(g)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regulations  for  the  administration 
of  this  section  which  may  include  reasonable  limitation  on  the  size  of 
the  resulting  allotments'  on  farms  to  which  transfers  are  made  and  such 
other  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  necessary,  but  the  total  peanut 
allotment  transferred  to  any  farm  by  sale  or  lease  shall  not  exceed 
fifty  acres. 

(h)  If  the  sale  or  transfer  occurs  during  a  period  in  which  the  farm 
is  covered  by  a  conservation  reserve  contract,  cropland  conversion 
agreement,  or  other  similar  land  utilization  agreement  the  rates  of 
payment  provided  for  in  the  contract  or  agreement  of  the  farm  from 
which  the  transfer  is  made  shall  be  subject  to  an  appropriate  adjust¬ 
ment,  but  no  adjustment  shall  be  made  in  the  contract  or  agreement 
of  the  farm  to  which  the  transfer  is  made. 

o 
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y  1st  congress 

2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  787 

H.  R.  17582 

[Report  No.  91_1640] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


May  12,1970 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 

December  1,1970 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  to  make 
permanent  certain  provisions  thereunder. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  358a  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

5  (1)  Subsection  (a)  thereof  is  amended  by  deleting 

6  “,  1969,  and  1970”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “and  suc- 

7  ceeding”. 
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5  BMTS 


ACP „  Sen0  Packwood  called  for  continuation  of  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  "with  new  emphasis  and  redirection  toward  environmental  improvement 
and  the  problems  of  agricultural  pollution",  pp.  S19302-3 

FAMILY  ASSISTANCE,  Sen.  Griffin  urged  action  on  H.R.  16311,  Family  Assistance 
Accfc  of  1970,  and  placed  in  the  Record  the  statement  of  Secretary  Richardson 
on  the  need  for  the  legislation,  pp.  S19288-92 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


10.  CIVILIAN  EMPLOYHENT.  Rep.  Mahon  inserted  a  release  highlighting  the  October 

1970  civilian  personnel  report  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of 
Federal  Expenditures,  which  noted  USDA's  net  decease  was  2,918.  pp.  E10043- 

11.  NUTRITION.  Rep.  Gree\,  Pa.,  spoke  in  support  of/  H.R.  19889,  the  proposed 

Family  Nutrition  Act\)f  1970,  as  a  substitute  to  the  "House  Agriculture 
Committee's  food  stampyjill"  which  would  "^bverely  cripple  the  present 
program",  pp.  E10051-3 

Rep.  Edwards,  Calif.,  balled  attentioh  to  a  report  on  hunger  among  welfare 
families  in  Santa  Clara  County,  California,  which  stated  that  many  families 
receiving  financial  assistance  go  hupgry,  and  urged  remedies  be  provided 
as  quickly  as  possible,  pp.  Ei0056^8 

12.  POTATOES.  Rep.  Goodling  stated  pq.s'^age  of  H.R.  18884,  to  permit  projects  for 

paid  advertising  under  marketing  orders,  to  provide  for  a  potato  research 
and  promotion  program,  and  to/  extench. import  restrictions  to  olives,  raisins, 
and  prunes,  would  benefit  only  a  smal\ number  of  producers  and  would  open 
a  Pandora's  box.  pp.  ElOO-53-4 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


13.  MILK;  TOMATOES;  POTATOES.  S.  4560,  by  Sen.  Young  h(f  North  Dakota,  to  provide 
authority  for  promotion  programs  for  milk,  tomatoe^,  and  potatoes;  placed 
on  the  calends 


PEANUTS.  S„  4561,  by  Sen.  Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  to  amend  the  peanut 

marketing  quota  provisions  to  make  permanent  certain  provisions  thereunder; 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

-0- 

COMMITT  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS  DECEMBER  4: 


Voyageuf’s  National  Park,  S.  Interior 
Highway  construction.  Conferees  (exec.) 


Calendar  No.  1408 


91st  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  Session  j 

|  No.  91-1401 

TRANSFER  OF  PEANUT  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 


December  3,  1970. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  4561] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  reported  an  original 
bill  (S.  4561)  to  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  to 
make  permanent  certain  provisions  thereunder,  and  recommends  that 
the  bill  do  pass. 

Explanation 

This  bill  would  make  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  permit  transfers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  permanent.  Section 
358a  was  added  to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  by  Public 
Law  90-211  on  December  18,  1967,  effective  for  the  1968  and  1969 
crop  years.  It  was  extended  to  1970  by  Public  Law  91-122  on  Novem¬ 
ber  21,  1969.  It  should  now  be  made  permanent  in  order  to  enable 
peanut  farmers  to  acquire  allotments  of  adequate  size  for  efficient 
farming  operations. 

Cost 

Enactment  of  the  bill  will  not  require  additional  funds. 

Departmental  Views 

Attached  is  the  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  favoring 
enactment  of  similar  legislation. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington ,  September  3,  1970. 

Hon.  W.  R.  Poage, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  oj  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  requests  of  April  28 
for  a  report  on  H.R.  17186  and  of  May  21  for  a  report  on  H.R.  17582, 
both  of  which  bills  would  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provi¬ 
sions  with  respect  to  transfers  of  peanut  allotments. 

48-010 
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H.R.  17186  would  make  two  amendments  to  section  358a  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  First,  it  would 
provide  authority  for  transfers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  applicable 
to  the  1971  and  succeeding  crops.  Without  new  legislation  this  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  act  will  become  inapplicable  with  such  crops.  Second,  it 
would  amend  subsection  (b)(2)  of  said  section  358a  so  as  to  eliminate 
the  requirement  of  consent  by  lien  holders  in  case  of  temporary  trans¬ 
fers  by  lease  or  by  owner  for  a  one-year  term  only.  H.R.  17582  would 
provide  for  the  first  amendment  only,  namely  to  provide  authority  for 
transfers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  applicable  to  the  1971  and 
succeeding  crops. 

The  Department  recommends  enactment  of  H.R.  17186  with  one 
change  and  two  additional  provisions  as  follows: 

First,  we  recommend  that  the  bill  be  changed  to  provide  a  3 -year 
extension  through  the  1973  crop  year.  A  3-year  extension  would  give 
us  an  opportunity  to  periodically  review  the  effectiveness  of  the  trans¬ 
fer  authority. 

Second,  we  recommend  that  subsection  (b)(5)  of  said  section  358a  J 
be  amended  by  deleting  the  first  proviso  thereof,  effective  for  the  1971 
and  succeeding  crops.  This  would  eliminate  the  productivity  adjust¬ 
ment  requirement  now  applicable  in  case  a  receiving  farm  not  under 
irrigation  is  placed  under  irrigation  within  a  5-year  period.  The  effect 
of  this  revision  would  be  to  eliminate  the  requirement  for  transfers 
effective  with  the  1971  crop  and  with  respect  to  transfers  approved  in 
1968-69-70  for  the  remaining  balance  of  their  respective  5-year 
periods. 

The  provision  as  set  forth  in  existing  law  is  very  difficult  to  adminis¬ 
ter  and  leads  to  inequities  among  peanut  farms. 

Third,  we  recommend  that  the  provision  of  359  (c)  of  the  act  con¬ 
cerning  exclusions  from  the  term  “peanuts”  for  purposes  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  be  made  permanent. 
This  is  the  “boiled  peanuts”  provision  which  has  been  extended  an¬ 
nually  for  several  years.  Without  new  legislation  this  provision  of  the 
act  will  become  inapplicable  beginning  with  the  1971  crop.  We  suggest 
that  the  last  paragraph  of  the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  the 
peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes”  approved  on  August 
13,  1957  (7  U.S.C.  1359  note)  be  amended  to  read  “This  amendment 
shall  be  effective  for  the  1957  and  succeeding  crops  of  peanuts. ” 

Green  peanuts  marketed  for  boiling  purposes  do  not  compete  with 
dry  peanuts  which  move  in  regular  commercial  channels.  Since  the 
first  exemption  enactment  in  1957  it  has  proven  successful.  Making 
permanent  the  exemption  in  the  act  will  in  no  way  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  the  current  peanut  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
programs. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no 
objection  to  the  presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  Administration’s  program. 

Sincerely, 

J.  Phil  Campbell, 

Acting  Secretary. 
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Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

******* 

Part  VI — Marketing  Quotas — Peanuts 
MARKETING  QUOTAS 

Sec.  358a.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  for  the 
196S[,  1969  and  1970]  and  succeeding  crop  years,  the  Secretary,  if  he 
determines  that  it  will  not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  the  peanut 
marketing  quota  or  price-support  program,  (1)  may  permit  the  owner 
and  operator  of  any  farm  for  which  a  peanut  acreage  allotment  is 
established  under  this  Act  to  sell  or  lease  all  or  any  part  or  the  right 
to  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment  to  any  other  owner  or  operator  of 
a  farm  in  the  same  county  for  transfer  to  such  farm;  and  (2)  may 
permit  the  owner  of  a  farm  to  transfer  all  or  any  part  of  such  allotment 
to  any  other  farm  owned  or  controlled  by  him. 

(b)  Transfers  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  following 
conditions:  (1)  no  allotment  shall  be  transferred  to  a  farm  in  another 
county;  (2)  no  transfer  of  an  allotment  from  a  farm  subject  to  a  mort¬ 
gage  or  other  lien  shall  be  permitted  unless  the  transfer  is  agreed  to  by 
the  lienholders;  (3)  no  sale  of  a  farm  allotment  from  a  farm  shall  be 
permitted  if  any  sale  of  allotment  to  the  same  farm  has  been  made 
within  the  three  immediately  preceding  crop  years;  (4)  no  transfer  of 
allotment  shall  be  effective  until  a  record  thereof  is  filed  with  the 
county  committee  of  the  county  in  which  such  transfer  is  made  and 
such  committee  determines  that  the  transfer  complies  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section;  and  (5)  if  the  normal  yield  established  by  the 
county  committee  for  the  farm  to  which  the  allotment  is  transferred 
does  not  exceed  the  normal  yield  established  by  the  county  committee 
for  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  is  transferred  by  more  than 
10  per  centum,  the  lease  or  sale  and  transfer  shall  be  approved  acre 
for  acre,  but  if  the  normal  yield  for  the  farm  to  which  the  allotment  is 
transferred  exceeds  the  normal  yield  for  the  farm  from  which  the 
allotment  is  transferred  by  more  than  10  per  centum,  the  county 
committee  shall  make  a  downward  adjustment  in  the  amount  of  the 
acreage  allotment  transferred  by  multiplying  the  normal  yield  estab¬ 
lished  for  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  is  transferred  by  the 
acreage  being  transferred  and  dividing  the  result  by  the  normal  yield 
established  for  the  farm  to  which  the  allotment  is  transferred:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  in  the  event  an  allotment  is  transferred  to  a  farm  which 
at  the  time  of  such  transfer  is  not  irrigated,  but  within  five  years  sub¬ 
sequent  to  such  transfer  is  placed  under  irrigation,  the  Secretary  shall 
also  make  an  annual  downward  adjustment  in  the  allotment  so  trans¬ 
ferred  by  multiplying  the  normal  yield  established  for  the  farm  from 
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which  the  allotment  is  transferred  by  the  acreage  being  transferred 
and  dividing  the  result  by  the  actual  yield  for  the  previous  year, 
adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  on  the  farm  to  which  the 
allotment  is  transferred:  Provided  further,  That,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act,  the  adjustment  made  in  any  peanut 
allotment  because  of  the  transfer  to  a  higher  producing  farm  shall  not 
reduce  or  increase  the  size  of  any  future  National  or  State  allotment 
and  an  acreage  equal  to  the  total  of  all  such  adjustments  shall  not  be 
allotted  to  any  other  farms. 

(c)  The  transfer  of  an  allotment  shall  have  the  effect  of  transferring 
also  the  acreage  history  and  marketing  quota  attributable  to  such 
allotment  and  if  the  transfer  is  made  prior  to  the  determination  of  the 
allotment  for  any  year  the  transfer  shall  include  the  right  of  the  owner 
or  operator  to  have  an  allotment  determined  for  the  farm  for  such 
year:  Provided,  That  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  by  lease  the  amount  of 
the  allotment  shall  be  considered,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  allot¬ 
ments  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  to  have  been  planted  on  the 
farm  from  which  such  allotment  is  transferred. 


c 


(d)  The  land  in  the  farm  from  which  the  entire  peanut  allotment  has 
been  transferred  shall  not  be  eligible  for  a  new  farm  peanut  allotment 
during  the  5  years  following  the  year  in  which  such  transfer  is  made. 

(e)  Any  lease  may  be  made  for  such  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  5 
as  the  parties  thereto  agree,  and  on  such  other  terms  and  conditions 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section  as  the  parties  thereto  agree. 

(f)  The  lease  of  any  part  of  a  peanut  acreage  allotment  determined 
for  a  farm  shall  not  affect  the  allotment  for  the  farm  from  which  such 
allotment  is  transferred  or  the  farm  to  which  it  is  transferred,  except 
with  respect  to  the  crop  year  or  years  specified  in  the  lease.  The 
amount  of  the  acreage  allotment  which  is  leased  from  a  farm  shall  be 
considered  for  purposes  of  determining  future  allotments  to  have  been 
planted  to  peanuts  on  the  farm  from  which  such  allotment  is  leased 
and  the  production  pursuant  to  the  lease  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account  in  establishing  allotments  for  subsequent  years  for  the  farm 
to  which  such  allotment  is  leased.  The  lessor  shall  be  considered  to 
have  been  engaged  in  the  production  of  peanuts  for  purposes  of  eligi¬ 
bility  to  vote  in  the  referendum. 

(g)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  regulations  for  the  administration 
of  this  section  which  may  include  reasonable  limitation  on  the  size  of 
the  resulting  allotments  on  farms  to  which  transfers  are  made  and  such 
other  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  necessary,  but  the  total  peanut 
allotment  transferred  to  any  farm  by  sale  or  lease  shall  not  exceed 
fifty  acres. 

(h)  If  the  sale  or  transfer  occurs  during  a  period  in  which  the  farm 
is  covered  by  a  conservation  reserve  contract,  cropland  conversion 
agreement,  or  other  similar  land  utilization  agreement  the  rates  of 
payment  provided  for  in  the  contract  or  agreement  of  the  farm  from 
which  the  transfer  is  made  shall  be  subject  to  an  appropriate  adjust¬ 
ment,  but  no  adjustment  shall  be  made  in  the  contract  or  agreement 
of  the  f  ■••o  to  which  the  transfer  is  made. 


o 


S.  Kept.  91-1401 


91st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1408 

S.  4561 

[Report  No.  91-1401] 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

December  3, 1970 

Mr.  Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  reported  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  ordered  to  be 
placed  on  the  calendar 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  to  make 
permanent  certain  provisions  thereunder. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  358a  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

5  (1)  Subsection  (a)  thereof  is  amended  by  deleting 

6  “,  1969  and  1970”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “and  suc- 

7  ceeding”. 
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December  7,  1970 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
dus  consent  that  all  Members  may  have 
5  Wlslative  days  to  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record  on  the  bill  just 
passe 

The  Speaker.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requeHf  of  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington? 

There  wa^no  objection 


TRANSFER  OF  PEANUT  ACREAGE 
ALLOTMENTS 

Mr.  O’NEAL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.  17582)  to  amend  the  peanut 
marketing  quota  provisions  to  make  per¬ 
manent  certain  provisions  thereunder. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  17582 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
358a  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  Is  further  amended  as 
follows : 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  thereof  Is  amended  by 
deleting  ",  1969,  and  1970”  and  Inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  “and  succeeding”. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  O'NEAL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  bill  comes  up  under  suspension  of 
the  rules  because  it  should  not  be  con¬ 
troversial  and  consequently  should  not 
take  us  very  long  to  dispose  of  it  during 
this  busy  week. 

While  it  is  of  great  importance  to 
those  of  us  with  a  special  interest  in 
peanuts,  I  realize  full  well  that  it  is  not 
a  big  thing  to  most  of  the  Members  of 
the  House.  Therefore,  I  intend  to  be  brief 
and  to  the  point. 

Because  of  legislation  that  we  have 
twice  passed  overwhelmingly  by  suspen¬ 
sion  of  the  rules,  peanut  farmers  in  the 
same  county  have  enjoyed  the  privilege 
of  transferring  allotments  to  each  other 
by  sale  or  lease  for  three  recent  crop- 
years,  and  the  present  law  has  worked 
well.  To  my  knowledge,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  received  no  com¬ 
plaints  or  reports  of  any  abuses.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  legislation  has 
met  with  nearly  unanimous  approval 
throughout  the  peanut  industry  in  every 
geographical  area. 

The  transfer  authority  expires  this 
year.  In  reporting  the  bill,  H.R.  17582, 
both  the  Subcommittee  on  Oilseeds  and 
Rice  and  the  full  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  without  objection,  agreed  to  ex¬ 
tend  this  authority  on  a  continuing  basis 
in  view  of  the  program’s  success  and 
noncontroversial  nature. 

The  original  legislation  was  enacted  in 
1967  for  2  crop-years  and  extended  in 
1969  for  1  additional  crop-year.  As  I 
said,  both  bills  were  brought  to  the 
House  floor  and  passed  under  suspension 
of  the  rules.  In  writing  the  original  law, 
tight  restrictions  were  included  to  guard 
against  any  speculation  or  overproduc¬ 
tion  which  might  otherwise  result.  Ex¬ 


amples  of  these  restrictions  are  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Allotments  are  never  permitted  to 
cross  county  lines. 

The  total  peanut  allotment  transferred 
to  any  farm  cannot  exceed  50  acres  or 
any  lesser  amount  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary. 

If  transferred  acreage  goes  to  a  farm 
where  the  production  per  acre  exceeds 
that  of  the  transferred  acreage  by  more 
than  10  percent,  a  corresponding  down¬ 
ward  adjustment  in  the  acreage  trans¬ 
ferred  is  made  to  assure  that  no  over¬ 
production  would  result  from  the  trans¬ 
fer. 

Allotments  may  not  be  resold  for  a 
period  of  3  crop-years. 

And  there  are  other  restrictions.  It 
may  even  be  said  that  some  are  unneces¬ 
sary,  but  I  sincerely  believe  that  these 
conditions  are  responsible  for  the  univer¬ 
sal  acceptance  and  success  of  the  legis¬ 
lation. 

The  subcommittee  heard  suggestions 
that  we  relax  two  of  the  minor  restric¬ 
tions.  First,  it  was  suggested  that  we 
eliminate  the  requirement  of  consent  by 
lien  holder  in  case  of  temporary  transfer 
by  lease  for  a  1-year  term  ony.  In  addi¬ 
tion  some  felt  that  perhaps  the  produc¬ 
tivity  adjustment  requirement  should  be 
eliminated,  now  applicable  in  case  a  re¬ 
ceiving  farm — not  under  irrigation — is 
placed  under  irrigation  within  a  5-year 
period. 

The  subcommittee  and  full  committee, 
however,  decided  to  leave  the  basic  law 
unchanged.  There  is  absolutely  no  relax¬ 
ation  of  restrictions.  The  bill  under  con¬ 
sideration  simply  extends  existing  au¬ 
thority  on  a  continuing  basis. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  legislation 
is  to  permit  some  small  but  capable  farm¬ 
ers  to  become  a  little  more  efficient  by 
increasing  their  allotments  while  others, 
who  wish  to  discontinue  growing  pea¬ 
nuts,  could  transfer  their  resources  to 
other  crops  or  retire  from  peanut  pro¬ 
duction  entirely  and  still  receive  a  small 
remuneration.  Problems  connected  with 
small  allotments  become  more  serious 
each  year  as  production  costs  per  acre 
continue  to  increase. 

Many  allotments  are  simply  too  small 
to  constitute  an  economic  unit.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  reports  that 
more  than  one-fourth  of  all  peanut  al¬ 
lotments  are  5  acres  or  less  and  more 
than  one-half  are  10  acres  or  less.  The 
average  size  of  established  allotments  is 
approximately  18  acres. 

The  type  farmer  I  most  wanted  to 
help  when  I  wrote  the  first  bill  3  years 
ago  was  the  young  man  who  decides  on  a 
career  in  agriculture  or  the  sharecropper 
who  has  long  dreamed  of  owning  a  farm 
but  who  did  not  Inherit  an  allotment. 
This  legislation  allows  a  new  grower  to 
acquire  an  allotment  up  to  50  acres 
through  lease  or  outright  purchase  with¬ 
out  increasing  the  national  allotment  by 
a  single  acre. 

Enactment  of  this  measure  will  not  re¬ 
sult  in  any  expense  to  the  Government, 
any  added  cost  to  the  consumer,  nor  any 
increase  in  the  production  of  peanuts. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  favorable  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  MIZELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to¬ 
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day  to  voice  by  support  for  H.R.  17582, 
which  amends  existing  peanut  marketing 
quota  provisions  to  make  permanent  the 
existing  authority  to  sell,  lease,  and 
transfer  peanut  acreage  allotments  with¬ 
in  counties. 

The  peanut  growers  of  North  Carolina 
have  expressed  to  me  their  desire  to  see 
this  legislation  passed. 

I  believe  it  is  good  legislation,  and 
needed  legislation,  but  above  all,  fair 
legislation. 

Some  months  ago,  I  introduced  legis¬ 
lation  calling  for  similar  allotment  pro¬ 
visions  for  burley  tobacco  growers.  I 
noted  at  that  time  the  need  for  a  more 
equitable  policy  regarding  the  Nation’s 
burley  tobacco  farmers,  who  had  felt  the 
pains  of  discrimination  far  too  long,  and 
as  a  result,  had  suffered  financially.  That 
bill  was  recently  passed  by  this  body. 

The  same  condition  which  that  legis¬ 
lation  remedied  for  burley  growers 
existed  until  relatively  recently  in  the 
case  of  peanut  farmers,  as  well.  But  in 
1968,  it  was  wisely  decided  to  allow  pea¬ 
nut  growers  to  sell,  lease,  or  transfer 
acreage  allotments  through  this  year. 

Now  we  have  an  opportunity  to  extend 
that  right  to  our  peanut  farmers  on  a 
permanent  basis.  The  proposal  does  not 
entail  any  expense  to  the  Government, 
any  added  cost  to  the  consumer,  or  any 
increase  in  the  production  of  peanuts. 

It  is  a  simple  step  toward  greater  effi¬ 
ciency  and  equality  in  this  important 
segment  of  our  agricultural  industry.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in 
voting  for  passage  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  the 
House  considers  the  transfer  of  peanut 
acreage  allotments  bill,  H.R.  17582.  Due 
to  a  longstanding  prior  commitment,  I 
am  unable  to  be  in  Washington  today, 
but  I  do  want  to  register  my  support  for 
this  bill. 

This  bill  allows  for  intracounty  lease, 
sale,  and  transfer  of  acreage  allotments 
for  peanuts  among  farms.  The  law  has 
undergone  a  2-year  trial  period  and  has 
proved  successful  in  helping  peanut 
farmers  to  keep  the  rising  costs  of  pro¬ 
ducing  and  harvesting  peanuts  in  line 
with  returns  on  their  investments.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  time  is  now  ripe  to  make 
this  law  a  permanent  authorization — and 
this  is  provided  for  in  H.R.  17582. 

The  sale,  lease,  and  transfer  of  allot¬ 
ments  does  not  cost  the  taxpayer  or  the 
consumer.  It  simply  makes  it  possible  for 
peanut  farmers  to  realize  a  reasonable 
return  on  their  investment. 

I  think  this  is  a  good  law  and  one 
that  ought  to  be  made  permanent. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  17582. 

As  has  already  been  pointed  out,  the 
purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  make 
permanent  the  existing  authority  for  the 
lease,  sale,  and  transfer  of  peanut  ac¬ 
reage  allotments  among  farmers  within 
a  given  county. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  permanent 
legislation,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
will  have  the  right  to  make  a  determina¬ 
tion  as  to  whether  or  not  such  a  lease, 
sale  or  transfer,  in  whatever  form,  will 
impair  the  effective  operation  of  the  pea¬ 
nut  marketing  quota  or  price  support 
program.  If  he  makes  the  decision  that  it 


H 11214 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE 


will  not,  then  H.R.  17582  would  permit 
on  a  permanent  basis  the  1968,  1969,  and 
1970  practice  of  the  owner  or  operator 
of  a  farm  selling  or  leasing  all  or  any 
portion  of  his  allotment  to  any  other 
farmer  or  to  any  other  farm  owned  or 
controlled  by  him  in  the  same  county. 

Other  portions  of  section  385(a)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  are 
left  unchanged.  In  other  words,  allot¬ 
ments  still  cannot  be  transferred  across 
county  lines  and  from  a  farm  subject 
to  a  mortgage  or  lien  unless  the  trans¬ 
fer  is  agreed  to  by  the  lienholders. 
There  are  some  nine  conditions  still 
in  the  law  including  the  requirement 
that  no  transfer  can  be  effective  until 
recorded  or  filed  with  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  county  in  which  the 
transfer  is  made  and  until  the  county 
committee  determines  that  the  transfer 
complies  with  the  provisions  of  the  law. 
Another  important,  unchanged  condi¬ 
tion  is  the  fact  that  the  total  peanut 
allotment  transferred  to  any  farm  by  sale 
or  lease  shall  not  exceed  50  acres  or  any 
lesser  amount  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary. 

For  some  time  now  it  has  become  in¬ 
creasingly  clear  that  this  legislation 
should  be  made  permanent.  There  are 
many  peanut  acreage  allotments  which 
are  too  small  to  constitute  an  economic 
unit,  in  view  of  the  rising  costs  of  produc¬ 
ing  and  harvesting  peanuts.  Also,  much 
greater  mechanism  in  the  production  of 
peanuts  involves  the  use  of  very  expen¬ 
sive  equipment  and  other  items  involved 
in  improved  methods  of  cultivation.  The 
cost  per  acre  of  producing  peanuts  has 
simply  gone  up  and  up. 

Consequently  with  more  than  one- 
fourth  of  all  peanut  acreage  allotments 
being  five  acres  or  less  and  more  than 
one-half  being  10  acres  or  less,  farmers 
with  such  small  acreage  are  finding  the 
production  of  peanuts  uneconomical  and 
others  who  want  to  grow  peanuts  have 
found  it  necessary  to  increase  their  pea¬ 
nut  acreage  in  an  effort  to  realize  a  rea¬ 
sonable  return  on  their  tremendous  in¬ 
vestment.  So  making  this  program  per¬ 
manent  will  enable  those  interested  in 
growing  peanuts  to  get  enough  acreage 
to  justify  remaining  in  the  business.  At 
the  same  time,  requiring  sales  or  trans¬ 
fers  within  a  county  will  guard  against 
any  major  geographic  switch  in  peanut 
production  which  would  be  injurious  to 
the  economy  of  many  counties. 

All  peanut  growers  are  familiar  with 
the  existing  transfer  legislation.  Simply 
put,  therefore,  all  this  legislation  does  is 
to  make  the  existing  law  permanent  and 
enable  those  farmers  who  want  to  con¬ 
tinue  growing  peanuts  to  get  enough 
acreage  by  the  sale  or  transfer  process 
to  justify  their  remaining  in  the  busi¬ 
ness.  At  the  same  time,  continued  pro¬ 
duction  of  peanuts  in  a  given  area  may 
well  prevent  the  future  transfer  of  such 
acreage  to  some  other  State. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  O’Neal)  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  H.R.  17582. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof)  the 
rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill  was 
passed. 


A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


December  7,  1970 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  O’NEAL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

-  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

LAND  CONVEYANCE  AT  FORT 

RUGER  MILITARY  RESERVATION, 

HAWAII,  TO  STATE  OF  HAWAII 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(S.  4187)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  convey  certain  lands  at  Fort 
iuger  Military  Reservation,  Hawaii,  to 
le  State  of  Hawaii  in  exchange  for  cer- 
taV  other  lands. 

ie  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

S.  4187 

Be  itSenacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Repre\ntatives  of  the  United  States  of; 
America  irt^Conyress  assembled.  That,  not 
withstanding. any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Seretary  of  tW  Army,  or  his  designed;  is 
hereby  authorized  to  convey  to  the  St/te  of 
Hawaii,  subject  th  the  terms  and  conditions 
hereafter  stated,  and  to  such  other  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  secretary  of  the/ Army,  or 
his  designee,  shall  detan  to  be  in/ the  public 
interest,  all  right,  title*,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and\to  /certain  lands, 
with  the  improvements  tfVejreon,  within  the 
Fort  Ruger  Military  Reservation,  Hawaii,  as 
described  in  section  3  of/ this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  In  consideration  for  tews  conveyance 
by  the  United  States  Af  the  aforesaid  prop¬ 
erty,  the  State  of  Ilawaii  shall'convey,  or 
provide  for  the  conveyance,  to  tne  United 
States  of  certain  Vands,  described  inNsection 
3  of  this  Act,  acceptable  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  or/nis  designee,  as  replacement 
land  for  use  .As  military  family  housing  sVtes 
or  other  purposes  in  connection  with  tpe 
Fort  Sha/ter-Tripler  Army  Hospital  areajy 
Oahu,  Hawaii,  and  shall,  at  its  sole  expense, 
perforin  on  this  replacement  land  certain 
site  oreparations  which  will,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee, 
equal  in  cost  the  dollar  value  difference  be- 
■reen  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the 
'property  being  conveyed  to  the  State  and 
the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  land 
being  conveyed  to  the  United  States.  The 
site  preparation  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
plans  and  specifications  to  be  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  his  designee. 

Sec.  3.  The  lands  authorized  to  be  ex¬ 
changed  and  referred  to  in  sections  1  and  2 
of  this  Act  are  located  on  the  island  of  Oahu, 
Hawaii,  and  are  as  generally  depicted  on 
maps  on  file  in  the  Office  of  the  Pacific  Ocean 
Division  Engineer,  Honolulu,  Hawaii.  The 
lands  to  be  conveyed  by  the  Unjted  States 
comprise  approximately  fifty-seven  acres 
with  the  improvements  thereon;  the  replace¬ 
ment  lands  to  be  acquired  by  the  United 
States  comprise  a  minimum  of  approximately 
two  hundred  and  fifty-nine  acres  situated 
adjacent  to  the  Tripler  Army  Hospital  Reser¬ 
vation.  The  exact  description  and  acreages 
are  to  be  determined  by  accurate  surveys  as 
mutually  agreed  upon  between  the  State  of 
Hawaii  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his 
designee. 

Sec.  4.  The  lands  conveyed  to  the  United 
States,  as  described  in  section  3  of  this  Act, 
shall  become  a  part  of  the  Tripler  Army 


Hospital  Reservation  and  be  administered 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  the  cast  of  the  lands  to  be 
quired  by  the  United  States,  as  descrit 
in  section  3  of  this  Act,  and  the  cost  of/the 
site  preparation  and  installation  of  utilities 
borne  by  the  State  of  Hawaii,  as  provided 
herein,  shall  not  be  considered  in  arriving  at 
the  average  cost  of  any  family  housing  units 
or  the  cost  of  any  single  family  housing  unit 
to  be  constructed  on  the  property. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a/  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Shaker,  I  demand 
a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

generai/leave  to  extend 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  ^consent  that  all  Members 
may  be  allowed  3  legislative  days  in 
which  to.l'evise  and  extend  their  remarks 
on  this  bill. 

The/SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  /equest  of  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida 

[here  was  no  objection. 


[Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  if  the  legislature  of  the  State 
of  Hawaii  has  enacted  the  necessary 
legislation. 

-  Mr.  BENNETT.  It  has. 

Mr.  GROSS.  In  all  of  its  ramifications 
to  take  care  of  this  obligation? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  has.  The  State  of 
Hawaii  has  enacted  the  legislation  and 
made  the  appropriations  necessary.  It 
has  done  so. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
pending  bill  is  a  simple  one.  It  merely 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
convey  certain  lands  in  Hawaii  to  the 
State  of  Hawaii  in  exchange  for  other 
^nds  to  be  conveyed  to  the  Army  by  the 
itre. 

ie  State  of  Hawraii  would  receive 
abodt 57  acres  now  within  the  Fort  Ruger 
Military  Reservation.  State  plans  are  to 
use  the\Jand  to  establish  an  integrated 
medical  \enter,  consisting  of  a  4-year 
Universitykf  Hawaii  medical  school,  and 
an  expanded  State-operated  hospital, 
which  is  presently  located  on  State  land 
adjoining  the  land  belonging  to  the  Army. 

In  return,  the  Vrmy  is  to  receive  about 
259  acres  of  land  in  Honolulu  near 
Tripler  Army  Hospital,  which  will  be 
made  suitable  for  construction  of  mili¬ 
tary  housing  at  the  expense  of  the  State 
of  Hawaii  in  accordance  with  Federal 
specifications. 

Mr.  Speaker,  both  the  St&Ae  of  Hawaii 
and  the  Army  will  benefit  substantially 
from  this  land  exchange.  Construction 
of  the  medical  center  near  existing  medi¬ 
cal  facilities  would  enable  the  State  to 
respond  to  the  demands  of  increasing 
health  care  needs  in  Honolulu. 

Correspondingly,  the  Army  wod^d 
gain  a  land  area  suitable  for  900  housir 
units  and  located  near  other  military' 
housing  areas  so  as  to  provide  better 
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The  Senate  met  at  12  median  and 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Acting  Presi¬ 
dent  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Metcalf)  N 

The  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Edward 
L.  R.  Elson,  D.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer : 

God  of  grace  and  God  of  glory,  wlib 
long  ago  illumined  the  nightly  sky  with' 
the  promise  of  peace,  prepare  our  hearts 
for  the  new  advent  of  Him  whose  rule 
is  the  way  to  a  man’s  freedom  and  endur¬ 
ing  peace.  Strengthen  in  mind  and  heart 
all  who  labor  in  this  place.  Amid  the  be¬ 
wilderment  and  uncertainty  about  many 
things  make  us  sure  of  Thee.  May  we  be 
unafraid  because  we  have  heard  the  an¬ 
cient  message  echoing  down  the  years: 
“Fear  not,  for  behold  I  bring  you  good 
tidings  of  great  joy  which  shall  be  to  all 
people.”  While  we  work  may  we  also  pray 
and  make  ready  our  hearts  for  the  com¬ 
ing  again  of  Him  who  brings  redemption 
and  peace. 

In  the  name  of  the  Prince  of  Peace. 
Amen. 


the  calendar  of  unobjected  to  bills  under 
rule  Vin  be  dispensed  with. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States  submitting  nomina¬ 
tions  were  communicated  to  the  Senate 
by  Mr.  Geisler,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED/ 

As  in  executive  session,  the  Actij 
President  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Metcalf) 
laid  before  the  Senate  messages  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States  shbmit- 
ting  sundry  nominations,  whigh  were 
referred  to  the  Committee  o y(  Foreign 
Relations. 

(For  nominations  received  today,  see 
the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 


THE  JOURNAL 

Mr.  MANSFIELD".  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  Journal  of/ the  proceedings  of  Fri¬ 
day,  Decembej/4,  1970,  be  dispensed  with. 

The  AC7TZ&G  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

wad/er  OF  CALL  OF  CALENDAR 
UNDER  RULE  VIII 

r.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
ous  consent  that  the  calling  of 


TRANSACTION  OF  ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask/ 
janimous  consent  that  statements  hi 
relation  to  the  transaction  of  routine 
morning  business  be  limited  to  3  minutes. 

ThevACTIN G  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so.  ordered. 
\  / 

COMMIT'KEE  MEETINGS  DURING 
JATE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr:  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  committees 
be  authorized  to  me^t  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  today/ 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  /JbjectionXit  is  so  ordered. 

[HE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  SenSte  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  certain  bills 
on  the  calendar,  beginning  with  Cajen- 
d 96c  No.  1408. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  ter 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered> 

TRANSFER  OF  PEANUT  ACREAGE 
ALLOTMENTS 

The  bill  (S.  4561)  to  amend  the  pea¬ 
nut  marketing  quota  provisions  to  make 
permanent  certain  provisions  thereunder, 
was  considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows : 

S.  4561 

-Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
358a  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  Is  further  amended  as 
follows : 

(1)  Subsection  (a)  thereof  Is  amended  by 
deleting  “,  1969  and  1970”  and  Inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “and  succeeding”. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  report 
(No.  91-1401)  explaining  the  purposes  of 
the  measure. 


There  being  no  objectionrThe~excefpt~' 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

EXPLANATION 

This  bill  would  make  the  authority  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  permit  trans¬ 
fers  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  perma¬ 
nent.  Section  358a  was  added  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  by  Public 
Law  90-211  on  December  18,  1967,  effective 
for  the  1968  and  1969  crop  years.  It  was  ex¬ 
tended  to  1970  by  Public  Law  91-122  on 
November  21,  1969.  It  should  now  be  made 
permanent  in  order  to  enable  peanut  farm¬ 
ers  to  acquire  allotments  of  adequate  size 
for  efficient  farming  operations. 

COST 

Enactment  of  the  bill  will  not  require  addi¬ 
tional  funds. 


WATER  BANK  ACT 

The  bill  (H.R.  15770)  to  provide  for 
conserving  surface  waters;  to  preserve 
and  improve  habitat  for  migratory 
waterfowl  and  other  wildlife  resources: 
to  reduce  runoff,  soil  and  wind  erosion, 
and  contribute  to  flood  control;  and  for 
other  purposes,  was  considered,  ordered 
to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  an  excerpt  from  the  report  (No. 
91-1393) ,  explaining  the  purposes  of  the 
measure. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
w&s  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  fallows: 

SHORT  EXPLANATION 

This  BUI  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to.  enter  into  10  year  renewable  con¬ 
tracts  witnSlandowners  and  operators  in  im¬ 
portant  migratory  waterfowl  nesting  and 
breeding  areas  ,  for  the  conservation  of  water 
on  specified  wetlands. 

NEED  FOR  THE  BILL 

Each  year  untold  acres  of  valuable  water- 
fowl  habitat  are  lost  forever.  These  lands  are 
rapidly  disappearing  because  of  the  acceler¬ 
ated  pace  in  which  marshes  and  swamps 
are  being  ditched,  dredged,  drained,  filled, 
paved,  and  polluted  in  order  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mands  of  modern  civilization.  These  en¬ 
croachments  are  caused  by  the  constant  need 
for  more  agricultural  lands,  more  industrial 
sites,  more  urban  housing  developments, 
more  roads,  and  more  airports. 

H.R.  15770,  would  provide  the  owners  and 
operators  of  these  lands,  which  are  so  valu¬ 
able  to  migratory  waterfowl,  an  economic 
alternative  to  such  uses. 
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BACKGROUND 

\  In  1961,  the  Congress  enacted  the  Wet- 
htods  Loan  Act  (Public  Law  87-383) .  The  act 
hail,  as  its  objective,  the  acquisition  of  2.5 
million  acres  of  waterfowl  habitat  over  a  7- 
year  period.  In  1967  the  act  was  extended  for 
an  additional  8  years,  until  June  30,  1976. 

Under  the  original  goal,  It  was  planned  to 
purchase  760,000  acres  of  waterfowl  refuges 
and  1,750,008  acres  of  waterfowl  production 
areas  of  smaH  wetlands.  The  latter  figure 
includes  fee  purchase  of  600,000  acres  and 
purchase  of  perpetual  easements  on  1,150,000 
acres.  From  1961  tq  date,  fee  title  has  been 
acquired  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on 
approximately  318,000.  acres  of  refuges  and 
183,000  acres  of  waterfowl  production  areas. 
Easements  have  been  purchased  on  approxi¬ 
mately  700,000  additional \cres  of  wetlands. 

Unfortunately,  the  program  has  not  pro¬ 
ceeded  at  the  pace  anticipated.  First  there 
was  considerable  delay  in  getting  the  pro¬ 
gram  started.  Second,  local  opposition  to 
the  program  developed  in  certain  i^ey  States 
because  of  the  impact  of  the  program  on 
county  revenues.  Third,  some  delay  W8s,  and 
still  Is  caused  by  rising  costs  of  land  acqui¬ 
sitions.  Fourth,  the  program  never  has  been 
sufficiently  founded.  Fifth,  the  drainage 
wetlands  for  agriculture,  flood  control,  reclaX^ 
mation  projects,  and  urban  and  industrial 
purposes  has  drastically  reduced  the  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  that  would  be  available  for  the 
program. 

In  fact,  drainage  of  wetlands  had  been  so 
extensive  that  by  1950,  approximately  half 
of  the  wetlands  of  the  prairie  pothole  regions 
of  the  United  States  had  been  drained.  This 
drainage  has  since  continued  and  in  North 
Dakota  alone,  approximately  45,000  acres  of 
wetlands  are  being  lost  to  drainage  programs 
each  year. 

The  objective  of  the  waterfowl  production 
area  program  carried  out  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  to  preserve  waterfowl  breed¬ 
ing  habitat  by  acquiring  land,  or  interests  in 
land,  to  prevent  destruction  of  its  wetlands 
character.  The  basic  concept  is  to  acquire 
the  more  permanent  types  of  wetlands  in  fee 
as  nucleus  areas  throughout  the  prairie  pot¬ 
hole  area.  These  are  the  deeper  marshes 
which,  barring  drainage,  can  be  expected  to 
retain  water  throughout  the  farming  season 
year  after  year.  These  permanent  pothole 
areas  generally  include  adjacent  upland 
which  increases  the  nesting  potential  of  the 
pothole.  Surrounding  these  nucleus  areas  are 
less  permanent  types  of  wetlands  (including 
both  shallow  marshes  and  lands  only  inter¬ 
mittently  under  water)  which  afford  addi¬ 
tional  breeding  habitat  during  wet  years,  but 
may  contain  no  water  in  drouth  periods. 
These  are  the  areas  on  which  the  Secretary J 
acquires  easements  to  prevent  draining,  fill/'’ 
ing,  or  burning  of  marsh  vegetation.  Be 
permanent  potholes  and  temporary  wetlands 
areas  are  necessary  for  maximum  production. 


BILL  PASSED  OVEI 

The  bill  (H.R.  2335)  for  t/e  relief  of 
Enrico  DeMonte  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Ove 
The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  passed  over. 


BEASLEY  ENGINEERING  CO.,  INC. 

The  bill  (EUR.  2876)  for  the  relief  of 
the  Beasley /Engineering  Co.,  Inc.,  was 
considered,/  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unarmnous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  JIecord  an  excerpt  from  the  report 
(N /.  91-1395),  explaining  the  purposes 
r  the  measure. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  pay  the  Beasley 
Engineering  Co.,  Inc.,  of  Emeryville,  Calif., 
$11,873.27  in  full  satisfaction  of  its  claims 
against  the  United  States  for  losses  sus¬ 
tained  as  a  result  of  damage  or  destruction 
caused  by  floods  to  work  already  completed 
on  The  Dalles  irrigation  system. 

STATEMENT 

In  its  favorable  report  on  this  bill,  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  said : 

The  bill,  H.R.  2876,  as  amended  by  the 
committee,  provides  for  a  payment  of  $11,- 
873.27  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Comptroller  General,  as  set  forth 
in  his  letter  of  June  5,  1968,  which  is  set  out 
following  this  report.  This  relief  is  also  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  referred  to  in  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  dated 
May  21,  1968.  In  both  instances  it  was  the 
recommendation  that  the  relief  provided  in 
the  bill  should  be  limited  to  50  percent  of 
the  amount  found  by  the  Departemnt  of  the 
Interior  to  be  directly  attributable  to  flood 
^repair  work  performed  by  the  Beasley  Engi¬ 
neering  Co.  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
irkits  report  stated  that  it  had  determined/ 
that  the  losses  directly  attributable  to  tl 
flood\equaled  $23,746.55.  In  providing  fa/  a 
payment  of  one-half  of  this  figure,  the  oom- 
mittee  ik  equating  relief  to  that  provided  in 
the  Federal  Disaster  Act  (Public  Law  89- 
769)  concerning  Federal  assistance  /o  States 
and  local  governments  to  alleviate  suffering 
and  damages  resulting  from  major  disasters. 
While  the  losse^fef  erred  to  in /this  bill  were 
not  of  a  type  fot  which  relief  is  provided 
under  that  act,  fo\  the  rea/ons  outlined  in 
this  report,  the  same  scheme  of  compensation 
has  been  adopted  bystlle  committee  as  a 
basis  for  its  recommendation  in  this  instance. 

The  Beasley  Engineering  Co.,  Inc.,  was 
awarded  a  contract  in  she  approximate 
amount  of  $3,0151111  on  October  3,  1963,  by 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  forvthe  construc¬ 
tion  of  an  irrigation  system  fok  The  Dalles 
Irrigation  District.  The  contractNwas  to  toe 
completed  toy  March  12,  1965.  This  Irrigation 
system  was  located  in  Wasco  County.  Oreg., 
within  the  area  of  the  Pacific  North  vrast  hit 
by  the /unprecedented  storms  and  floods  in 
the  latter  part  of  December  1964,  and  \as 
also/within  the  major  disaster  area  declare 
by/the  President.  At  the  time  of  the  floods^ 
t/e  construction  project  was  ahead  of  sched- 
ile,  with  approximately  86  percent  of  the 
work  completed,  including  96  percent  of  the 
pipeline  distribution  system  being  in  place. 
The  completed  portion  of  the  work  had  been 
inspected  and  was  ready  for  acceptance 
by  the  United  States  subject  only  to  opera¬ 
tional  testing. 

The  severe  flooding  caused  toy  the  1964 
storm  damaged  the  irrigation  system.  The 
Dalles  Irrigation  District  asked  that  the 
system  be  restored,  and  the  Office  of  Emer¬ 
gency  Planning  requested  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  to  perform  disaster  assistance  for 
the  Dalles  irrigation  system.  Because  of  the 
conflict  raised  by  the  request  of  the  Office 
of  Emergency  Planning  and  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  of  the  contractor  under  the  terms  of 
his  contract,  the  Comptroller  General  was 
asked  for  his  opinion  as  to  whether  the  res¬ 
toration  work  performed  by  Beasley  Engi¬ 
neering  Co.,  Inc.,  was  eligible  for  payment 
under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  875,  81st 
Congress.  The  Comptroller  General  in¬ 
formed  the  Interior  Department  on  May  2, 
1965  (see  B-152747)  that  in  his  opinion  the 
restoration  work  was  not  eligible  for  pay¬ 
ment  because  the  United  States  had  not 
accepted  the  work  from  the  contractor,  and 
under  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  builder 
had  an  obligation  to  make  needed  repairs  on 


the  work  prior  to  acceptance  by  the  United 
States.  It  appears  that  if  the  work  had  been 
accepted  prior  to  the  floods,  the  restoration  ' 
work  would  have  been  eligible  for  pay  merit 
under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  875,  jjflst 
Congress. 

The  ruling  of  the  Comptroller  Gener/l  pre¬ 
vents  the  Department  of  the  Interior  from 
making  any  payment  to  Beasley  Engineering 
Co.,  Inc.,  under  either  the  provisions  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  875,  81st  Congress,  or  Punlic  Law  89- 
769.  The  latter  act  was  passecr by  the  Con¬ 
gress  shortly  after  the  disastr/us  floods  of  the 
winter  of  1964  to  help  reliey/ the  damage  and 
suffering  in  that  area. 

Section  9  of  Public  L/w  89-769  authorizes 
an  appropriation  to  reimburse  up  to  50  per¬ 
cent  of  ‘‘eligible  costs  incurred  to  repair,  re¬ 
store,  or  reconstruct  any  project  *  *  *  for 
*  *  *  irrigation,  */*  which  was  damaged  or 
destroyed  as  a  result  of  a  major  disaster,  and 
of  the  resulting  additional  eligible  costs  in¬ 
curred  to  complete  any  facility  which  was  in 
the  process>6f  construction.”  The  committee 
has  concluded  that  the  provisions  of  section  9 
of  Publie  Law  89-769  would  not  have  any 
application  to  this  case  because  this  facility 
had  not  been  turned  over  to  the  local  govern¬ 
mental  agency  that  would  have  responsibility 

fODflt. 

A  similar  bill  in  the  90th  Congress,  H.R. 
''SSSS,  was  the  subject  of  a  subcommittee 
hearing  on  May  22,  1968.  Representatives  of 
the  Beasley  Engineering  Co.  appeared  at  the 
hearing  and  testified  concerning  the  facts 
outlined  above.  The  result  has  been  that 
the  company  suffered  a  private  loss  under 
circumstances  where  had  the  work  been 
accepted  by  the  Government  there  would 
have  been  a  basis  for  relief  to  the  irrigation 
district  had  the  project  been  turned  over 
to  the  irrigation  district.  The  extensive  flood¬ 
ing  so  changed  water  courses  and  areas 
traversed  by  the  pipeline  constructed  by 
the  company  that  numerous  change  orders 
were  necessary  to  permit  a  relocation  of  the 
pipeline.  The  report  submitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
refers  to  these  change  orders  and  notes 
that  $27,705.21  was  paid  the  company  in 
connection  with  those  changes.  That  report 
states  that  the  Government  contracting  offi¬ 
cer  found  that  the  total  direct  cost  of  re¬ 
pairing  flood  damage  was  $51,451.76.  At 
the  hearing  it  was  noted  that  this  figure 
does  not  cover  the  indirect  cost  suffered 
by  the  company  involved  in  the  delays  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  flood  and  the  necessity  to 
retain  personnel  on  the  payroll  and  keep 
^equipment  and  material  on  the  job  for  an 
extended  period  of  time.  However,  in  seeking 
t\make  an  equitable  adjustment  of  the  mat- 
terVhe  committee  concluded  that  the  figure 
ascertained  by  the  Interior  Department 
shoulck  be  taken  as  the  basis  for  the  loss, 
that  is\  $51,451.76.  The  amount  paid  for 
change  orders  under  the  contract,  $27,705.21, 
is  deducteX  from  this  figure  to  leave  the 
amount  directly  attributable  to  the  flood 
which  has  nok  been  covered  by  other  pay¬ 
ments.  This  is  >the  $23,746.55,  the  amount 
stated  in  the  bUL  H.R.  2876,  as  originally 
introduced  in  thX  present  Congress.  The 
Department  of  the  Interior  has  stated  that  it 
is  opposed  to  paymenNn  excess  of  $23,746.55 
and  has  recommended  shat  the  claimant  be 
limited  to  that  amount.  iThe  bill,  H.R.  8588, 
was  favorably  reported  ancNpassed  the  House 
in  the  90th  Congress,  and  provided  for  pay¬ 
ment  of  that  amount.  (H.  Rdjjt.  1693,  90th 
Cong.,  2d  sess.) 

The  report  of  the  Department  the  In¬ 
terior  indicated  that  the  ruling  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  prevents  any  payment  to  the 
Beasley  Engineering  Co.  under  Publlh  Law 
875  of  the  81st  Congress  or  Public  Law.  89- 
769.  The  89th  Congress  law  was  passed  she 
ly  after  the  floods  of  the  winter  of  1964  fS 
the  express  purpose  of  helping  to  relieve  the\ 
damage  and  suffering  caused  in  the  area  in 
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HIGHLIGHTS: 


Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  coniw^rence  report  on  agricultural  appropriations, 
clearing  the  measure  for  the ^President . 

Senate  passed  and  cleared  for  th\  President  bills  affecting  peanut 
acreage  allotments,  and/animal  welfare. 

House  passed  with  amendments  the  Plant  Variety  Protection  Act. 

Conferees  in  executive/session  agreeoVto  file  conference  report  on  the 
proposed  Federal  Salary  Comparability^ Act . 

Sen.  Cooper  extolled  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program. 
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8. 


SENATE 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  1/923, 
FY\971  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  This  bi ]A  now  goes 
to  t^e  President.  pp.  S19664-81;  H11300-6  . 

Passed  H.R.  19590,  FY  1971  appropriations  for  the  Defense  Establishment, 
with  amendments:  conference  requested  and  conferees  appointed/  pp.  S19631-64; 
S19681-'  ' 


PEANUT  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS;  ANIMAL  WELFARE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.R.  17582, 
establishing  permanent  authority  for  the  sale  and  transfer  of  peanut  acreage 
allotments  t  and"\HR.  19846',  relating  to  the  care  of  certain  animals  used  tor — j 


purposes  of  research,  experimentation,  exhibition,  o? 


Both  bills  now  go  do  the  President.  pp.  S19690;  SI) 


held  for  sale  as  pets. 
'14-6 


HOUSING,  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT.  Passed  H.R.  19436,  afRer  substituting  the  languaL(Z 
of  S.  4368  passed  earliter,  the  proposed  Housinaf and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1970,  with  further  amendment.  p.  S19712 


4.  ACP.  Sen.  Cooper  praised  the  Agricultural  Observation  Program  and  called  upon 
President  to  act  to  restore  Lunds  for  thar  service.  pp.  S19630-1 


5.  RAILWAY  STRIKE.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message  concerning  the 
railway  strike  emergency,  (H.  Doc\no.  91-424)  pp.  H11299-300;  S19563 


I0USE 


6.  NOVEL  PLANT  VARIETIES.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  3070,  to  encourage  the 

development  of  novel  varices  of  sexually  re^sprduced  plants.  pp.  H11330-9 


7.  APPROPRIATIONS-DOT;  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT;  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES.  Disagreed 


with  Senate  amendment's,  requested  conference,  anch  appointed  conferees,  on 


the  following  bill! 

H.R.  19504,  Fepteral-Aid  Highway  Act;  and 

H.R.  17755,  Etf  1971  Appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Transportation, 
Insisted  on  it /  amendment  and  requested  conference  on  Sy  2162,  to  provide 
for  special  packaging  to  protect  children  from  hazardous  ysubstances ; 
conferees  a/Jpointed.  pp.  H11300;  H11306-24;  H11330-9 


ANIMAL  WELFARE.  Rep.  Whitehurst  spoke  in  favor  of  H.R.  19846,  \he  Animal 
Welfar/ measure  and  inserted  the  report  "Committee  Intent".  pp\H11340-l 


FEDEIUd,  PAY.  Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  conference 
renort  on  H.R.  13000,  proposed  Federal  Salary  Comparability  Act  of  \970, 
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•island.  Black  and  White — Released  62-63 
Season. 

TV  568B-Salute  to  the  Air  Force.  Host- 
jarrated  by  Eli  Wallach,  the  film  features  a 
idew  of  aviation  history  from  Woijld  War  I 
to\jresent  age  of  space  flights.  Black  and 
White — Released  62-63  Season. 

TV\84:  Alaskan  Scout.  Features  the  ac¬ 
tivity  of  Eskimo  scouts  in  the  Alaska  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  as  they  operate  from  Ashing  vil¬ 
lage  of  Shi^hmaref,  near  Arctic  Circle.  Black 
and  White  -Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  583:  AKN-The  American  Forces  Net¬ 
work.  A  report Non  the  largest  military  radio 
broadcasting  network  in  Europe.  Features  op¬ 
erations  in  Frankfmt,  Berlin,  Munich.  Black 
and  White-Released \2-63  Season. 

TV  582:  Shape  of  the  Nation.  Bob  Hope, 
Alan  Shepard,  Bud  Wilkinson,  Bob  Richards, 
Jerry  Colonna  and  RoberkPreston  participate 
in  this  film  report  on  the  Resident’s  Physical 
Fitness  program.  Mr.  Hope\serves  as  host- 
narrator.  Black  and  White-Released  62-63 
Season.  Withdrawn  from  TV. 

TV  581 :  Salute  to  MATS.  Film  features  four 
giant  airlifts  conducted  simultaneously.  Fa¬ 
mous  airlifts  of  the  past  are  showij.  Black 
and  White-Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  579 :  Beachhead :  Anzio.  World  Wsirll — 
the  establishment  of  a  beachhead  at  Anzio. 
Features  footage  not  previously  releasl 
Black  and  White-Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  578:  The  Third  Challenge:  Unconven-’ 
tional  Warfare.  Film  portrays  Communist 
techniques  used  in  situations  to  take  over 
political  parties,  countries,  create  discord, 
sabotage.  Color-Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  576:  Beyond  the  Call  (part  two).  Alex¬ 
ander  Scourby  narrates  the  concluding  epi¬ 
sode  of  this  two-part  tribute  to  America’s 
heroes  who  have  earned  the  Medal  of  Honor. 
Black  and  White-Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  575:  Beyond  the  Call  (part  one) .  Alex¬ 
ander  Scourby  narrates  the  first  episode  of 
a  two-part  series  paying  tribute  to  the  heroic 
soldiers  and  gallant  men  of  all  services  who 
have  earned  the  Medal  of  Honor.  Black  and 
White-Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  572:  Command  Decision:  The  Invasion 
of  Southern  France.  Operation  "Dragon”  is 
revealed  in  this  historic  motion  picture 
which  features  Roosevelt.  Churchill,  Chiang 
Kai-Shek  and  Stalin.  Black  and  White-Re¬ 
leased  62-63  Season. 

TV  569 :  Salute  to  the  Navy.  A  film  tribute 
to  the  Navy  featuring  a  pictorial  review  of 
the  Navy’s  history,  its  achievements  and  fu¬ 
ture  role  in  the  military  establishment.  Black 
and  White -Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  568:  The  Army’s  All  Americans.  Noted,, 
sports  commentator,  Chris  Schenkel,  host 
narrates  this  story  of  Army  sports.  Farm/is 
athletes  are  featured.  Black  and  White; 
leased  62-63  Season. 

TV  567:  The  Soldier  Is  Tops.  A  report  on 
the  impact  of  technological,  physical  and 
special  requirements  of  today’s  fighting  man, 
his  selection  and  training.  Black/and  White- 
Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  566 :  Dragon’s  Teeth.  Ge/eral  J.  Lawton 
Collins  tells  of  the  fight  to  take  the  Siegfried 
Line  in  World  War  II,  and/of  the  campaign 
to  cross  onto  the  soil  of  Germany.  Black  and 
White-Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  562:  Hidden  W/r  in  Vietnam.  James 
Arness  host-narrate/  this  half-hour  report 
on  American  assistance  to  the  Vietnamese. 
Color-Released  62/63  Season. 

TV  561:  Guerrilla,  U.S.A.  The  101st  Air¬ 
borne  Division/and  Special  Forces  Troops  en¬ 
gage  in  maneuvers  in  mountains  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  unde/reallstic  conditions.  Film  involves 
local  townspeople.  Black  and  White-Released 
62-63  Season. 

TV  SCO:  Road  to  the  Wall.  Documentation 
of  the  rise  of  Communism  from  St.  Peters¬ 
burg,  Russia,  in  early  days  of  Lenin  and 
otzky  to  Berlin  and  Cuba  under  the  influ- 
ice  of  Krushchev.  Black  and  White-Released 
’62-63  Season.  Withdrawn  from  TV. 


TV  555.  The  Aggressor.  Features  role  of 
Aggressor  soldiers.  Emphasize  means  they 
employ  the  testing  defenses,  security  meas¬ 
ures  and  plans  of  operation  of  the  Army. 
Black  and  White-Released  62-63  Season. 
Withdrawn  from  TV. 

TV  554:  Sky  Divers.  Features  U.S.  Army 
parachute  teams  in  two-mile  high  maneu¬ 
vers.  Black  and  White-Released  62-63  Season. 

TV  552:  Soldier  Statesman.  President 
Kennedy  addresses  the  1962  graduating  class 
at  West  Point  and  emphasizes  the  dual  role 
they  must  perform  as  officers  and  statesmen 
representing  America  abroad.  Black  and 
White-Released  62-63  Season.  Withdrawn 
from  TV. 

TV  550:  Patterns  of  History.  The  pattern 
of  Communist  aggression  from  early  post 
WWII  days  in  Greece,  through  Korea,  South¬ 
east  Asia  and  Cuba.  Black  and  White-Re¬ 
leased  61-62  Season.  Withdrawn  from  TV. 

TV  548:  Military  Assistance  Program  (part 
two) .  Parallels  MAP-Part  One  (TV  529)  and 
features  the  Military  Assistance  Program  in 
the  Far  East,  and  how  it  is  essential  to  our 
allies.  Black  and  White-Released  61-62  Sea¬ 
son. 

TV  547:  Special  Forces.  Documents  the 
training  of  the  Special  Forces  soldier  at  Forty 
Bragg,  N.C.,  and  moves  to  the  Alps  in  SoutI 
ern  Bavaria  where  a  training  mission  is  coh¬ 
ered.  Black  and  White-Released  61-62  Rea¬ 
son. 

TV  546.  The  Famous  Fourth.  Trac/s  his¬ 
tory  of  Fourth  Division  in  Worl d/war  I, 
WWII,  and  concludes  with  airlif/  of  unit 
across  North  Pole  to  assignment  in  West 
Germkny.  Black  and  White-R/eased  61-62 
Seasons 

TV  54-k  Solid  Punch.  Doc/ments  the  his¬ 
tory  of  USS.  Army  missiles  and  shows  ex¬ 
amples  of  types,  uses  and/versatility  of  Army 
missile  powek.  Black  sfnd  White-Released 
61-62  Season,  withdrawn  from  TV. 

TV  543:  Top  <$f  the  World.  An  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  defensev/osture  and  strategic  im¬ 
portance  of  Alask/f\he  Northwest  Territory, 
Canada  and  Greenland.  Features  DEW  Line 
and  electronic  sentinels\pn  guard  there.  Black 
and  White-Released  61-6S  Season, 

TV  539 :  This  is  the  Infantry.  Centered  on 
activity  at/the  Infantry  School,  Ft.  Benning, 
Ga.,  the/film  presents  the  story  of  how  the 
infantryman  is  trained  to  bes.  resourceful, 
aggressive  and  self-reliant.  Black/m  d  White- 
Released  61-62  Season. 

538:  The  Army  Chaplain — Yesterday 
id  Today.  A  pictorial  essay  on  thesArmy 
■'Chaplain.  Film  spans  all  American  warsVrom 
the  Revolutionary  to  the  Korean  War,  \nd 
emphasizes  the  Chaplain’s  role  as  a  spiritual 
leader.  Black  and  White — Released  61-62 
Season. 

TV  536.  The  U.S.  Army  in  Berlin:  Check¬ 
point  Charlie  (part  two) .  Picks  up  the  report 
on  Berlin,  the  divided  city,  in  the  critical 
summer  of  1961.  Companion  film  to  TV  530. 
Black  and  White-Released  61-62  Season. 

TV  532 :  The  Chaplain  and  the  Commander. 
A  pictorial  essay  on  the  Army  Chaplain,  his 
religous  services,  pastoral  activities  and 
duties  as  a  staff  officer.  Black  and  White-Re¬ 
leased  61-62  Season. 

TV  530:  The  U.S.  Army  in  Berlin:  Time¬ 
table  for  Crisis  (part  one) .  A  review  of  the 
troubled  times  of  Berlin  from  VE  Day  to 
the  critical  summer  of  1961.  Companion  film 
to  TV  536.  Black  and  White — Released  61-62 
Season. 

TV  529 :  Military  Assistance  Program  (part 
one) .  Shows  how  the  U.S.  Military  Assistance 
Program  functions  as  a  vital  part  of  U.S.  for¬ 
eign  policy  in  furnishing  training,  equip¬ 
ment  and  advice  to  allies.  Reports  on  NATO 
success.  Companion  to  TV  548.  Black  and 
White — Released  61-62  Season. 

TV  528:  Caribbean  Command.  A  report  on 
Latin  America  and  the  importance  of  our 
neighbors  to  the  south  in  the  maintenance 


of  our  freedom.  Black  and  White — Rele/ed 
61-62  Season.  Withdrawn  from  TV. 

TV  527:  Patrolling.  An  Army  lieutenant 
leads  a  combat  night  patrol  into  enemy  ter¬ 
ritory  and  returns  after  establishing  con¬ 
tact  with  the  enemy.  Black  and  White — Re¬ 
leased  61-62  Season. 

TV  523 :  The  Army’s  Music  l&en.  The  U.S. 
Army  Band,  Fort  Myer,  Va/is  featured  in 
this  unique  presentation  which  brings  mu¬ 
sical  selections  from  Wo/d  War  I  to  con¬ 
temporary  tunes.  Alexander  Scourby  nar¬ 
rates.  Black  and  Whitq/—Released  61-62  Sea¬ 
son. 

TV  520:  U.S.  Arndy  and  the  Boy  Scouts. 
John  Daly  host-narrates  this  program  which 
shows  the  manjr  ways  in  which  the  Army 
and  the  Boy  Scouts  have  shared  experiences. 
Black  and  White — Released  61-62  Season. 

TV  518:  SUent  Warriors.  A  Special  Forces 
unit’s  training  in  Utah  armed  with  deadly 
bows  ana  arrows.  Black  and  White — Re¬ 
leased  60-61  Season. 

TV  /517:  MP  Story,  Review  of  Military 
Polioe  History  and  the  MP’s  training  at  Fort 
Go/aon,  Ga.,  covering  laboratory  work  to 
physical  training.  Black  and  White — Re¬ 
leased  60-61  Season. 

TV  515:  West  Point — Education  for  Lead¬ 
ership.  Shot  on  location  at  the  United 
States  Military  Academy,  the  camera  records 
the  unrehearsed  action  and  responses  of  ca¬ 
dets  in  classrooms,  laboratories  and  on  the 
playing  fields.  Black  and  White — Released 
60-61  Season. 

TV  514:  City  Under  Ice.  The  Army  in  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  polar  frontier.  Shown  is  the 
story  of  Camp  Century,  a  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  project  in  Greenland.  Black  and 
White — Withdrawn  from  TV. 

TV  512:  Challenge  of  Ideas.  Discussion  of 
the  conflict  between  democratic  and  com¬ 
munistic  philosophies.  Speakers  include 
John  Wayne,  Helen  Hayes,  Edward  R.  Mur- 
row,  Lowell  Thomas  and  others.  Black  and 
White — Released  60-61  Season.  Withdrawn 
from  TV. 

TV  509:  Role  of  Armor.  Authentic  combat 
footage  from  WWII  and  Korea  is  used  to  de¬ 
pict  the  growth  and  development  of  Armor 
from  its  earliest  beginnings  to  its  all-im¬ 
portant  role  in  today’s  Army.  Black  and 
White — Released  60-61  Season.  Withdrawn 
from  TV. 

TV  506:  Breakout  and  Pursuit.  The  story 
of  “Operation  Cobra,”  one  of  the  most  dar¬ 
ing  war  plans  of  WWII,  directed  by  General 
Omar  Bradley.  American  forces  breakout 
from  Normandy  and  begin  their  dash  across 
France.  Black  and  White — Released  60-61 
Season. 

TV  505:  Partners  in  Progress.  How  the 
Army’s  Corps  of  Engineers  worked  with 
American  Industry  to  keep  America  strong 
and  free.  A  historical  sequence  demonstrates 
thfc.  Corps’  work  from  the  early  days  of 
Western  Frontiers,  through  "'frar  and  peace. 
BlackSind  White — Released  60-61  Season. 

TV  504:  History  of  Aviation  (part  three), 
The  finak  episode  in  this  trilogy  depicting 
military  aircraft  in  the  present-day  concept 
of  mobility  and  dispersion.  Shows  many  un¬ 
conventional  \transport  devices  including 
one-man  flying.  platforms  and  “air  cars” 
Companion  filmVto  TV  503  and  TV  502. 
Black  and  White-AReleased  60-61  Season. 

TV  503:  History Aviation  (part  two). 
Covers  the  period  fr\m  the  Billy  Mitchell 
era  to  the  present-day*.  Jet  age.  On-camera 
appearances  of  many\air  age  “greats” 
heighten  the  film.  Companion  film  to  TV 
504  and  TV  502.  Black  and  White — Released 
60-61  Season. 

TV  502:  History  of  Aviatioiw  (part  one). 
First  in  a  trilogy  showing  the  development  of 
aircraft  from  the  crude  beginning  to  the 
present  day.  Covers  period  of  early,  pioneer 
efforts  to  the  pre-Billy  Mitchell  EraV.  Com¬ 
panion  film  to  TV  503  and  TV  504.  Blaol^and 
White — Released  60-61  Season. 
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\TV  495:  Moutli-to-Moulh  Resuscitation. 
Art  excellent  film  on  this  newest  of  artificial 
respiration  methods.  Black  and  White — Re¬ 
leased  £0-61  Season. 

TV  1(13:  Dateline:  West  Berlin.  How  an 
Army  neVspaper  in  Berlin  mirrors  the  daily 
life  of  hundreds  of  military  men  on  guard  in 
the  divided  Silty.  Black  and  White — Released 
60-61  Season.'-, 

TV  489:  Eighth  Army — Shield  of  the  Free 
World.  Traces  the  history  of  the  Eighth 
Army  in  WWII,  thNjapanese  Occupation,  and 
its  role  in  Korea.  Black  and  White — Released 
60-61  Season.  \ 

TV  486 :  They  Were  THere.  The  Army’s  role 
in  civil  disaster.  Film  reviews  the  Johnstown 
Flood,  San  Francisco  Earthquake  and  more 
recent  holocausts:  the  Chilean  Earthquake 
and  the  tidal  wave  damage  inflicted  on  Ha¬ 
waii:  Black  and  White — Released  60-61 
Season.  .  \ 

TV  485:  Battle  of  North  Africa  (part  two) . 
A  review  of  the  military  campaigns  in  North 
Africa  during  WWII.  Covers  the  destruction 
of  the  fleet  at  Oran  in  June,  1940,  andVon- 
cludes  with  Field  Marshal  Montgomery’s  hh- 
ter  battle  for  El  Alamein.  Companion  film  V- 
TV  484.  Black  and  White — Released  60-61 
Season. 

TV  484:  Battle  of  North  Africa  (part  one). 
A  two-part  presentation  of  the  military  cam¬ 
paigns  in  North  Africa  during  World  War  II. 
Companion  film  to  TV  485.  Black  and  White- 
Released  60-61  Season. 

TV  482:  The  Story  of  Stars  and  Stripes. 
Herbert  Mitgang  of  the  New  York  Times  and 
famed  commentator  Baukhage  tell  the  story 
of  this  world  famous  Army  newspaper.  Alex¬ 
ander  Scourby  and  Sheppard  Strudwick  nar¬ 
rate  the  absorbing  film.  Black  and  White. 

TV  481:  Payoff  in  the  Pacific  (part  two). 
The  war  in  the  Pacific.  Covers  the  island-hop¬ 
ping  victories  of  the  Allies  to  the  Japanese 
surrender  abroad  the  Battleship  Missouri. 
Companion  film  to  TV  480.  Black  and  White- 
Released  60-61  Season. 

TV  480:  Payoff  in  the  Pacific  (part  one). 
World  War  II  from  Pearl  Harbor  and  the  loss 
of  the  Philippines  to  the  early  victories  in 
the  South  Pacific  and  to  the  B-29  bases  con¬ 
structed  on  Saipan.  Companion  film  to  TV 
481.  Black  and  White-Released  60-61  Sea¬ 
son. 

TV  477:  Operation  Cartwheel.  An  outstand¬ 
ing  historical  report  on  a  World  War  II.  Pa¬ 
cific  Theater  operation.  Demonstrates  the  Al¬ 
lies’  success  in  bypassing  and  isolating  enemy 
strong  points,  Black  and  White-Released  60- 
61  Season. 

TV  459 :  The  Joe  Mann  Story.  A  highly  sen¬ 
sitive  memorial  to  a  soldier  killed  in  World 
War  II.  Expertly  photographed  with  unusual 
backgrounds  in  Holland.  Black  and  White- 
Released  59-60  Season. 

TV  447:  War’s  End.  Brigadier  Generj 
S.L.A,  Marshall  presents  some  penetrating 
thoughts  about  the  Korean  War  an <y  the 
effect  it  has  had  upon  training  in  wday’s 
Army.  Black  and  White — Release^/  59-60 
Season. 

TV  446;  Winter  War.  Wiliam  ID'Lawrence, 
New  York  Times  correspondent,  Narrates  this 
second  Big  Picture  episode  covering  Korea 
War  History.  Companion  film  to  TV  445. 
Black  and  White — Release^ 59-60  Season. 

TV  445 :  Summer  Storny  Korean  War  Mili¬ 
tary  history.  Jim  Lucas,  Scripps-Howard 
Newspaper  Alliance,  ie  interviewed  at  the 
program  close.  Blaclg  and  White — Released 
59-60  Season. 

TV  444:  The  Pershing  Story.  A  film  biog¬ 
raphy  of  General  John  J.  Pershing.  Covers 
period  from  1860  through  1948,  the  year  of 
his  death.  Black  and  White — Released  59-60 
Season.  / 

TV  443/  West  Point  Summer  Training.  A 
typical  Summer  training  program  at  Camp 
Buckn/r  where  West  Point  cadets  gain  val¬ 
uably'  field  experience.  Black  and  White — 
Released  59-60  Season. 
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TV  441 :  Battle  for  New  Guinea.  The  bitter 
fight  through  unending  mud  to  take  New 
Guinea.  Broadens  the  viewer’s  perspective  of 
the  role  of  the  infantryman.  Black  and 
White — Released  58-59  Season. 

TV  431:  Battle  of  San  Pietro.  John  Huston 
narrates  this  film  about  one  of  the  most 
dramatic  battles  of  WWII,  Italy.  Black  and 
White — Released  59-60  Season. 

TV  429:  Character  Guidance.  The  Army’s 
Character  Guidance  program  is  explored  in 
this  documentary  presentation.  Black  and 
White — Released  58-59  Season. 

TV  428:  The  Code  of  the  Fighting  Man. 
A  study  of  the  Soldier’s  Code  of  Conduct — 
an  outline  of  the  U.S.  Army  Soldier’s  moral 
obligation  to  his  country.  Biack  and  White — 
Released  58-59  Season. 

TV  417:  Battle  of  Manila.  Invasion  of  the 
Philippines.  Covers  the  landings  through  the 
final  liberation  of  the  City  of  Manila.  Black 
and  White — Released  58-59  Season. 

TV  413:  Battle  of  the  Bulge.  The  story  of 
America’s  “winter  soldier”  through  the  years 
from  Valley  Forge  to  the  Battle  of  the  Bulge. 
Black  and  White— Released  58-59  Season. 

TV  406:  Battle  of  Salerno.  A  fast-moving 
dramatic  film  covering  the  fighting  by  Fifth 
Army  Forces  of  Lieutenant  General  Mark  W. 
Hark,  in  Italy.  Black  and  White — Released 
5X-59  Season. 

373:  Preamble  to  Peace.  An  examina- 
tion'mf  the  meaning  of  the  U.S.  Constitution 
and  its  preamble.  Black  and  White — Releas 
57-58  Season. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, /his 
is  not  the  first  time  I  have  raised/ques¬ 
tions  about \he  Pentagon’s  public  rela¬ 
tions  programs.  I  realize  that  the  acting 
chairman  of  the  committee /has  gone 
along  with  a  small  cut  in  the  direct  ap¬ 
propriation.  This  i\an  appropriation  for 
direct  public  relations.  Air  of  this  tele¬ 
vision  and  film  materml/hat  I  have  been 
reading  about  is  not/included  in  the 
direct  appropriation&tfor  public  relations. 
This  is  in  a  different  area\  for  internal 
information.  Thaf;  progranv'qmounts  to 
a  great  deal  mon/money. 

I  am  not  trying  to  cut  that  hath  this 
amendment.  Xll  I  am  doing  is  criticizing 
what  they  are  doing  with  it. 

No  one  /an  say  that  the  MilitaryfEs- 
tablishn^ent  is  not  entitled  to  have\a 
public  relations  program,  I  agree  that  fi 
is.  But  the  present  program  goes  much’ 
too /far  and  is  too  costly.  They  use  this 
material  to  distribute  all  over  the  United 
bates. 

I  do  hope  that  the  Senate  will  accept 
this  very  minor  cut.  I  would  not  exag¬ 
gerate  its  importance.  It  is  only  to  cut  it 
back  to  $20  million. 

This  is  still  over  seven  times  what 
Congress  allowed  them  for  direct  propa¬ 
ganda  only  11  years  ago  when  the  Con¬ 
gress  took  off  the  ceiling.  It  used  to  be 
$2,720,000. 

I  am  asking  that  a  ceiling  of  $20  mil¬ 
lion  be  put  on  this  activity. 


on  the  Consent  Calendar.  It  was  likewise 
passed  yesterday  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives. 

This  proposed  action  has  been  cleared 
by  the  majority  leader,  the  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader,  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont. 

It  merely  made  permanent  the  law  re¬ 
lating  to  the  leasing  of  peanut  acreage 
that  has  been  on  the  statute  books  for 
about  3  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  bill  be  considered  as  having 
been  read  twice  and  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  its  immediate  consideration. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall 
not  object,  the  Senator  says  it  is  to  make 
permanent  the  peanut  acreage.  Does  that 
mean  that  there  can  be  no  change  in 
the  future? 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  No;  this  is  a  leasing 
provision  where  small  peanut  growers 
may  lease  land  from  their  neighbors  only 
within  the  neighborhood  where  peanuts 
are  grown. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
thought  the  Senator  said  it  was  to  make 
permanent  the  peanut  acreage. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  mean  to  say  that.  The  bill  has  been 
acted  upon  unanimously  by  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  of  the  House,  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  of  the  Senate,  and 
unanimously  by  the  Senate  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  object.  I  just  wanted  to  know  what 
it  was. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  And  the  Senate 
will  proceed  with  the  consideration  of  the 
bill. 

The  question  is  on  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  17582)  was  ordered  to 
a  third  reading,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


PEANUT  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  H.R.  17582. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bellmon)  laid  before  the  Senate  H.R. 
17582,  to  amend  the  peanut  marketing 
quota  provisions  to  make  permanent  cer¬ 
tain  provisions  thereunder. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  was  passed  by  the  Senate  yesterday 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1971 

ie  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  19590)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
for  thehflscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971, 
and  for  mher  purposes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  detain  the  Senate  very  long,  and  I 
do  not  expecV  to  answer  all  the  argu¬ 
ments  made  b\  my  good  friend  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  x'Ful bright).  I  realize 
there  are  some  abhses  in  the  public  af¬ 
fairs  functions  of  thhDepartment  of  De¬ 
fense,  but  I  consider  those  necessary 
evils. 

Mr.  President,  in  1969  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  for  public  affairs  functions 
was  $44.1  million.  In  1970  rt  was  $39.7 
million.  In  the  present  bill  the  Budget 
Bureau  provided  for  $38,298  millmn.  The 
House  has  cut  the  program  limitation 
back  to  $30.4  million.  That  is  the  amount 
that  is  now  in  the  bill. 

Since  July  1,  these  activities  have  bet 
funded  under  the  authority  of  the  con^ 
tinuing  resolution  at  a  monthly  rate  of' 
at  least  $2.5  million.  This  means  that 


Public  Law  91-568 
91st  Congress,  H.  R.  17582 
December  22,  1970 

an  act 

_ 84  STAT.  1499 

To  amend  the  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions  to  make  permanent  certain 

provisions  thereunder. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  358a 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended. as  follows: 

( 1 )  Subsection  (a)  thereof  is  amended  by  deleting  “,  1969,  and  1970” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “and  succeeding”. 

Approved  December  22,  1970. 


Peanut  acreage 
allotments. 

81  Stat.  658; 
83  Stat.  213. 

7  USC  1358a. 
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HOUSE  REPORT  No.  91-1640  (Comm,  on  Agrioulture) . 
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